
WHEELS WITHIN WHEELS 



How Russia Uses United Nations 
Against Spain 

















WHEELS WITHIN WHEELS 



How Russia Uses United Nations 
Against Spain 

by 

Manuel Jimenez Quilez 

a 

K 

■ . . ^ 4 . 

• •• ♦••••• ti!" ■< * 

I,.I B M A. 'WY 


Soullmml V «x<a State Teachers 0>llege 
San ' Marcut, T'SX-as 



SPANISH EMBASSY 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 
AUGUST, 1947 


5 () p & 9 







CONTENTS 


Introduction.1 

I. The Red Lobby.2 

a) Chapultepec.3 

b) San Francisco.4 

c) Potsdam.7 

d) London.9 

e) Paris.9 

II. The Security Council.12 

III. The General Assembly.18 

IV. Our Answers.22 

1) Nature of the Franco Regime.22 

2) Axis Aid to Spain.30 

3) Spanish Aid to Axis.34 

4) Spanish Knowledge of Axis War Plans .... 49 

V. Reply to the General Assembly. 50 

A Note on Spanish Communism.54 





* 

4 


ii 



Wheels Within Wheels 

T HE prime characteristic of the aggression against the Span¬ 
ish people and their government has been the systematic 
substitution of objective fact by lies. Justice and historic 
truth demand it to be known that the victim of these attacks 
instigated by the Communists and their ‘stooges’ is the Spanish 
people and not their government, except in so far as it is their 
representative. 

“The present Government of Spain was organized and estab¬ 
lished with the help of the Axis” say Moscow’s mouthpieces who, 
although they know that to be false, repeat it like true marionettes. 
But if others fall for this claptrap, the Spanish people only stare 
at each other and wonder ... They wonder how the Franco regime 
which came into being on October 1, 1936, in Burgos could have 
been organized and established by the Axis before any foreign 
government had taken sides in Spain. They wonder . . . and 
think they must have been only dreaming when they remember 
the popular acclaim the new government received, when they 
remember the millions who fought on the fronts, worked in the 
factories, ploughed the fields, when they remember the terrible 
sacrifices they were called on to make, when they remember the 
hundreds of thousands who laid down their lives to make Spain 
independent of Moscow ... and others. As the Spanish people 
know that they were the only full-blooded actors on the scene and 
that they have never danced to the tune of a Pied Piper, they 
wonder how, if General Franco was appointed Chief of State 
before any German or Italian was in Spain, any person in his 
right senses can believe that “The present government of Spain 
was organized and established with the help of the Axis.” 

They wonder . . . and are insulted. No human person, if he 
be free, and with the moral courage to back up his convictions, 
cannot but be insulted when told that he is not responsible for his 
actions, that he has lost his liberty. The Spanish people are a 
fully responsible nation and they do not have to go to Berlin, Rome, 
Lake Success or Moscow to find the solutions to their problems! 
A large majority backed Franco during the Civil War, a larger 
majority are now ready to resist dictation from abroad. The 
Spanish people are quite capable of looking after themselves and 
more than once they have given their unqualified answer to the 
fusspots of internationalism. 
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I. THE RED LOBBY. 


Having lost a civil war, the Spanish leftists and their foreign 
collaborators did not give up all hope. The talk of a world 
organization, the meetings of prime ministers and other states¬ 
men, were all well suited to give them the opportunity to create a 
“Spanish problem” which they did not neglect. Their information 
services and contact-men went to work to regain what they had 
lost through incompetence and unpopularity during three years of 
civil war. They knew that they could never come to power legally 
within Spain as the people had showed clearly that they were sick 
of the political ‘Camorras’ and of the red and pseudo-democratic 
'politicos who had led them to such disasters. The pot-boilers of 
the ‘Spanish problem’, barred by the common sense of the Spanish 
people, had only one road open to them: international intrigue and 
blackmail. 

But their first attempt proved a failure. In his Message to 
Congress on January 6, 1945, President Roosevelt restated the 
principles of the Four Freedoms and the Dumbarton Oaks doctrine. 
Collective security, said the President, had to be based on legal 
international relations and on the mutual respect of nations. 
Spain, the founder and traditionally one of the upholders of inter¬ 
national law, expressed its satisfaction at the ideas contained in 
the President’s message for, although he did not allude directly 
to Spain, but as if understanding her problems, he said: 

“We ourselves, like all peoples who have gone through the 
difficult process of liberation and adjustment, know of our own 
experience how great the difficulties can be. We know that they 
are not difficulties peculiar to any continent or nation. Our own 
Revolutionary War left behind it, in the words of one American 
historian, “an eddy of lawlessness and disregard for human life.” 
There were separatist movements of one kind or another in Ver¬ 
mont, Pennsylvania, Virginia, Tennessee, Kentucky and Maine. 
There were insurrections, open or threatened, in Massachusetts 
and New Hampshire. These difficulties we worked out for our¬ 
selves as the peoples of the liberated areas of Europe, faced with 
complex problems of adjustment, will work out their difficulties 
for themselves.” * 

* P. D. Roosiwolt, Message to Congress, Jan. 6, 1946, Congressional 
Record, Vol. 91, Part I, pages 08-00. 
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The idea is obvious. A nation which has been at war has to 
face problems and it is abuse to resort to international pressure. 
Roosevelt continues: 

“Peace can be made and kept only by the united determines 
tion of free and peace loving peoples who are willing to work 
together—willing to help one another—willing to respect and 
tolerate and try to understand one another's opinions and feelings 
. . . International cooperation on which enduring peace must be 
based is not a one-way street . . . Nations, like individuals, do not 
always see alike or think alike, and international cooperation and 
progress are not helped by any nation assuming that it has a 
monopoly of wisdom or of virtue ... In the future world, the mis¬ 
use of power, as implied in the term “power politics”, must not 
be a controlling factor in international relations. That is the heart 
of the principles to which we have subscribed.” * 

The President’s words are an ‘a priori’ condemnation of the 
attitude the United Nations later took on Spain. He was against 
the misuse of power in international affairs and it is precisely the 

misuse of power which is the driving force of the anti-Spanish 
offensive. 

(a) THE CHAPULTEPEC CONFERENCE. When the 
United States affirmed that they intended to carry out their inter¬ 
national commitments within the framework of international law, 
the enemies of Spain must have felt deceived but, as they had 
nothing to lose, and as political bias and passion are bad counsel¬ 
lors, they decided to make their initial steps at the Chapultepec 
Conference held in Mexico during February of 1945. 

It is a well known fact that a rascal likes to hide himself 
away iu a crowd for it is there that he can do his best job by 
setting one group against another, one representative against 
another. But at Chapultepec the exiled Spanish politicos and their 
henchmen were beaten. The American nations were faithful to 
the doctrine of non-intervention. The principles enounced a few 
weeks previously by the American President coincided perfectly 
with those of the Central and South American nations. No 
amount of propaganda paid for out of the Red booty stolen from 
Spain could change the attitude of the Pan-American delegates. 
America remained loyal to Monroe, Adams, Polk, Juarez, Marti, 

* ut supra, p. 69. 
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to the numerous Pan-American conferences held since 1890. They 
remained loyal to that form of international life which respects 
the integrity and honor of the nation, they remained loyal to that 
idea which has due regard for the justified pride each nation 
takes in its achievements both in the world of politics and culture. 
In short, they remained true to the fundamentals of international 
relations: a nation has the right to determine its own course in 
so far as it does not, by so doing, infringe on the rights and 
welfare of others. The nations of the American continent have 
always respected these principles in their dealings one with 
another. The Governing Board of the Pan American Union, 
meeting in Washington, 1946, re-echoed this once again: 

“States are juridically equal among themselves .” 

“The rights that each state enjoys in accordance with inter¬ 
national law must he respected and protected by all other 
states . . .” 

“Good faith, as an elementary requirement of law and equity, 
should guide the relations of states among themselves . . .” 

“Intervention by one or more states, directly or indirectly, 
and for whatever reasons in the internal or external affairs of 
another state is inadmissible.” * 

Some Commie extremists of the Lombardo Toledano type, 
it is true, obeyed orders and demanded foreign intervention in 
Spain’s internal affairs, but with little result. The delegates at 
Chapultepec refused to be coerced and excluded any discussion of 
matters over which they had no jurisdiction. 

(b) SAN FRANCISCO AND THE UNCIO. San Fran¬ 
cisco proved more fertile to the sowers of international discord. 
It was in the otherwise clear waters of the Bay of the Golden Gate 
that mud was stirred up and the first unjustifiable act against 
the Spanish people perpetrated. 

At a last minute meeting of Commission No. 1, a Mexican 
delegate, Mr. Quintanilla, a former envoy to Moscow, demanded 
that Spain should not be admitted to the UN. 

In his speech Mr. Quintanilla minced no words, there could 
be no doubt that it was Spain he—and who else?—wanted to 
debar. But decorum and appearances had to be saved and Presi¬ 

* Draft Declaration of the rights and duties of American States, Pan 
American Union, WaHhinffton, D. C.: 1046, pages 6 & 6. 
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dent Roosevelt’s words were too recent to be ignored. The Quin¬ 
tanilla manoeuvre was well camouflaged in diplomatic and vague 
generalizations which would permit Spain’s enemies, at a future 
date, to renew their attacks. It was, in fact, the opening gambit, 
the Red opening move of a long and weary chess game. 

Defeated in Chapultepec, the politicians who had cost Spain 
practically her very life turned up in San Francisco with a re¬ 
markable document—remarkable for both its length and the 
absurdities it contained—in which they ‘exposed’ the Franco Gov¬ 
ernment. The document was no secret as its contents had been 
longly debated at political caucuses in Mexico. Such revolutionary 
failures as Albornoz, Alvarez del Vayo, Prieto, Aguirre bore down 
on San Francisco with this document with some idea of having it 
accepted as an official document and demanded, no less, that it 
should be included in the Protocol of the Conference. 

But if in Chapultepec this manoeuvre had failed to influence 
the delegates from the American nations, in San Francisco certain 
circumstances favoured the brazen plan of the interventionists. 

Many of the delegations arriving for the Conference came 
from war-torn countries; these were passing through difficult 
internal political trials which distorted what might have been a 
dispassionate international outlook. In sharp contrast to Chapul¬ 
tepec, the San Francisco Conference was marked by partiality, by 
deep dislikes and war-born hatreds, by resentment and vengeance, 
which at times was painfully obvious to the outsider. 

Any person reading both the memorandum prepared by the 
Red political committees and the text of Mr. Quintanilla’s speeches 
to his Committee will immediately realize that he was but repeat¬ 
ing textually whole paragraphs from the memorandum. In this 
manner the latter became, at second hand, an official document of 
the Conference. 

But caution must have persuaded them to change their tactics. 
After many conferences and chit-chat sessions between the Mexi¬ 
can delegates, it was decided to generalize the terms of the anti- 
Spanish declaration with the purpose of hiding its real meaning: 
interference in the internal affairs of a sovereign and independent 
neutral nation. 

Like the traditional salesman, once the Spanish reds got their 
foot in the door, nobody could get them out. A sorry spectacle 
that, at San Francisco, which permitted the ‘vagabonds of inter¬ 
vention’, as the Mexican writer Junco has called them, to speak 
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in the Halls of ‘Peace’ while neutral nations, which had shown 
their horror of war, were obliged to sit on the side-lines. 

Such a sorry sight of bowing and scraping, scurrying here 
and there, kowtowing and hobnobbing has never been seen before 
at an international conference. And it was all done on the gold 
the ‘republican’ leaders had ‘liberated’ from the Spanish people. 
The Spanish reds had good helpers: members of the ‘former’ 
International Brigades—are they now ‘obeying orders’ on the 
Greek frontier ?—some of whom had been paroled by Franco. They 
organized the “Committee of Friends of Republican Spain” and 
distributed the English text of the Red manifesto; they were fully 
qualified to do this for they knew nothing of Spain and could not 
appreciate the folly of the manifesto’s words. 

“As the first Government to declare war against Nazism and 
Fascism, Republican Spain has the right to be admitted to the 
organs of World Security and merits our confidence,” said the 
memorandum. “Republican Spain was, in truth, our first ally . At 
this hour of triumph it must not become the forgotten friend,” 
echoed the Mexican in his speech to the Conference. 

“The weapons of Hitler and Mussolini gave victory to 
Franco”, reads the manifesto prepared by the reds. “It is a proven 
fact,” repeated Quintanilla, “that the military power of Fascist 
Italy and Nazi Germany was used openly to bring Franco to 
power.” 

“On April 1, 1939, General Francisco Franco, representing 
the Falange and a satellite of Hitler and Mussolini, assumed 
power”, says the manifesto. This Quintanilla only repeats unoffi¬ 
cially because someone tells him that Franco did not come to 
power on April 1* 1939, but on October JU 1936. But the date is 
used, nevertheless, so that the argument that Franco did come 
to power as a satellite of the Axis can hold water. 

Quintanilla, well prompted by the Spanish reds, went about 
drumming up votes for the following proposal: 

(1) Repudiation of the Spanish regime. 

(2) A seat in the Conference for the self-styled “Spanish 
Republican Government.” 

(3) To sever diplomatic relations with Spain. 

(4) International recognition for the republican ‘cortes’ 
meeting in a foreign country. 
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(5) That the San Francisco Conference recognize the “Span¬ 
ish Republican Government” as the legitimate govern¬ 
ment of Spain should this last be given a vote of confi¬ 
dence by the republican ‘cortes’. 

As no one would take any of this seriously, Quintanilla began 
to cut his claims until the final proposal was reached. Legitimate 
Government! In his daring, Quintanilla even went so far as to 
say: “Franco arrested power from those who legitimately held it!” 
He picked out of it the cesspool into which they had flung it and 
restored it to its proper place! 

It is unbelievable that the nations which were not operating 
as satellites to the Russian bear should not have proteste d at this 
gross distortion of the truth. In private many did, such as Mr. 
Serrato, the delegate from Uruguay, when he said: “I chose to 
ignore the political nature of the Mexican delegate’s remarks.” 
Come what may, the San Francisco decision was the work of a 
group which was not officially represented at the Conference. 

The Conference was coming to an end and the Charter had 
to be signed. Not realizing that they were the victims of political 
blackmail, half understanding the Quintanilla proposal when 
agreeing to it, and failing to see that they had opened the doors 
to the misuse of power, the members of Committee No. 1 adopted 
the proposal to exclude Spain. 

The ease with which the red operators had gotten over their 
point augured ill for the future well being of the UN. As you 
stoke a fire to keep a pot boiling, the instigators of the anti- 
Spanish plot kept heaping lie after lie on the fire until they gained 
their end. 

At San Francisco law was replaced by misuse of power. 

(c) THE POTSDAM DECLARATION. The insult hurled at 
the Spanish people by the Mexican Quintanilla and the injustice 
committed against Spain at San Francisco, had inevitably to lead 
to further injustice. 

When President Truman, Prime Minister Attlee and Stalin 
met at Potsdam, the instigators of the anti-Spanish plot carried 
their plan a step further. Electoral propaganda was still rife in 
England where Mr. Attlee had just taken over the reins of gov¬ 
ernment and the Reds thought that he should carry out what they 
had failed to do in San Francisco. Having the backing of Big 
Chief Stalin himself they did not reach their objective although, 
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through compromise, they were able to have more teeth put into 
the Quintanilla declaration. The Potsdam comunique of August 
2, 1945 said: 

“The three governments feel bound however to make it clear 
that they, for their part, would not favour any application for 
membership put forward by the present Sanish Government, which 
having been founded with the support of the Axis powers, does 
not, in view of its origins, its nature, its record and its close 
association with the aggressor states, possess the qualifications 
necessary to justify such membership ” 

The original accusation that “the Spanish Government was 
established with the help of the Axis powers” was not strong 
enough. Its authors, the Spanish reds, saw that it could be easily 
disproved. Very vaguely the attack was broadened but no clear 
interpretation given. Allusion is made to the nature, history and 
the intimate association with the aggressor nations . In the Spring 
of 1946, during the Plenary Sessions of the Security Council, the 
attack was further developed along the usual line of false premises 
and lies. 

In the Potsdam document the nature of the Spanish regime 
was defined as follows: “The Spanish State is fascist;” 

of its historical nature it is said that “there is no doubt that 
the Spanish Government collaborated with Hitler and Mussolini 
in preparing war;” 

and about its intimate association with the aggressor nations 
it is maintained that “the Spanish Government gave constant 
material help to the Axis Powers during the World War to the 
detriment of the Allied armies.” 

To these unfounded charges the Spanish Government 
answered: 

“Considering the unwarranted reference to Spain in the 
communique of the ‘big three’ conference in Berlin, the Spanish 
State denies, as being both arbitrary and unjust, these references 
and considers them as having been caused by the propaganda 
campaign of calumny of the Red exiles and their foreign collabo¬ 
rators. 

“Spain, following the principles of discretion and good-will 
regarding the errors of others, which did not directly affect it, 
did not wish to go on record as expressing its reserve of the agree¬ 
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ments of the San Francisco Conference, which were come to in 
the absence of nearly all European nations. But being so unjustly 
accused today, it sees itself obliged to declare that it is not begging 
for a seat at any international conference and would not accept 
it if it were not consonant with its history, people, and its services 
to peace and security. 

“Under the Monarchy similar reasons once moved it to leave 
the former League of Nations. 

“Once again Spain professes its will to peace, its good-will 
towards all peoples, and that it is confident that once the passions 
inflamed by war and propaganda have died down, the injustices 
of the moment will be redressed and that both internally and 
externally Spain will continue to collaborate in favor of peace, its 
desire for which is amply proved by its having remained neutral 
during two of the most terrible wars recorded in History.” 

(d) THE LONDON ASSEMBLY. It is interesting to study 
how the misuse of power proscribed by President Roosevelt, from 
a mere possibility, became a fact. 

On the surface, the London Assembly did nothing more than 
reprint the Potsdam declaration. However, Paragraph 3 gives a 
new twist to the attack: “The General Assembly, in endorsing 
these two statements, recommends that the Members of the United 
Nations should act in accordance with the letter and the spirit of 
these statements in the conduct of their future relations with 
Spain.” * 

Here again we have the typical Red overtone. The United 
Nations have been bombarded by articles from the Communist 
and philo-Communist press; but despite the high-pressure sales¬ 
manship the delegates refused to be rushed and the above, ‘sterile’ 
and ‘innoxious’—for so it was called by many delegates—com¬ 
promise is reached. 

The London story was the same as that of Potsdam and San 
Francisco. The same Reds pulling strings behind the scenes, 
fancy-dressing their country’s internal problems before a meeting 
of the world’s nations. 

(e) TRIPARTITE DECLARATION. (March 4, 1946) 
Even the Spanish Reds must have understood that the February 

* “Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly during the first part 
of its first session from 10 January to 14 February 1946”, Chap. XVI, Keso- 
lution 7, Para. 3 p. 39. 
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declaration was sterile and innoxious for, without any loss of 
time, they called to their aid the Communist dominated French 
Government of the time. The French Communist Party set its 
propaganda machine to work and the pages of L’Humanite, 
CeSoir, Franc-Tireur and many other red French papers were 
filled with directives to the various communist or communist con¬ 
trolled organizations in France. While Communist militia harassed 
the Spanish frontier, the French Government asked London and 
Washington for concerted action against Spain.f The matter 
was discussed but, because it could not receive satisfaction, the 
French Government closed the Franco-Spanish frontier in a uni¬ 
lateral move. On March 4th, another monument to compromise 
was published in London, Washington and Paris: 

“The Governments of France, the United Kingdom and the 
United States of America have exchanged views with regard 
to the present Spanish Government and their relations with 
that regime. It is agreed that so long as General Franco 
continues in control of Spain, the Spanish people cannot 
anticipate full and cordial association with those nations of 
the world which have, by common effort, brought defeat to 
German Nazism and Italian Fascism, which aided the present 
Spanish regime in its rise to power and after which the 
regime was patterned. There is no intention of interfering 
in the internal affairs of Spain, the Spanish people them¬ 
selves must in the long run work out their own destiny. In 
spite of the present regime’s repressive measure against 
orderly efforts of the Spanish people to organize and give 
expression to their political aspirations, the three Govern¬ 
ments are hopeful that the Spanish people will not again be 
subjected to the horrors and bitterness of civil strife. 

On the contrary, it is hoped that leading patriots and 
liberal-minded Spaniards may soon find means to bring 
about a peaceful withdrawal of Franco, the abolition of the 
Falange, and the establishment of an interim or caretaker 
government under which the Spanish people may have an 
opportunity freely to determine the type of government they 
wish to have and to chose their leaders. Political amnesty, 
return of exiled Spaniards, freedom of assembly and political 

t Pertinax, in the N. Y. Times (as reported by the Brooklyn Tablet of 
March 211, 1946) Rave his readers to understand that France had little choice 
in tho matter: Russia had ordered the step against Spain. 
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association and provision for free public elections are essen¬ 
tial. An interim government which would be and would 
remain dedicated to these ends should receive the recognition 
and support of all freedom loving nations. 

Such recognition would include full diplomatic relations 
and the taking of such practical measures to assist in the 
solution of Spain’s economic problems as may be practicable 
in the circumstances prevailing. Such measures are not 
now possible. The question of the maintenance or termina¬ 
tion by the Governments of France, the United Kingdom and 
the United States of diplomatic relations with the present 
Spanish regime is a matter to be decided in the light of 
events and after taking into account the efforts of the Spanish 
people to achieve their freedom.” * 

This document is characteristic. The French Government, 
obeying the Moscow inspired directives, wanted it known that 
“(German Nazism and Italian Facism) . . . aided the present 
Spanish regime in its rise to power”. They further wished it to 
be recorded that the Spanish regime was patterned after the 
Nazi and Fascist totalitarian regimes, so that the Spanish Red 
memorandum might be accepted as legal tender. 

But along came Anglo-Saxon caution and said that f< there 
is no intention of interfering in the international affairs of Spain” 
The attack, obviously Communist inspired, continued: . . the 

present regime y s repressive measures against orderly efforts of 
the Spanish people to organize, etc” is countered by the pious 
wish: . . the three Governments are hopeful that the Spanish 

people will not again he subjected to the horrors and bitterness 
of civil strife” 

Can any one viewing all this dispassionately and objectively, 
say that it has anything whatsoever to do, or is related in any 
possible way with International Law? Is all this the work of 
Governments and international organizations fully responsible for 
their actions? It is extraordinary that in the Twentieth Century 
petty intrigue should still be a governing factor in international 
relations and that misuse of power supersedes legal procedure. 

* Department of State Release No. 151, March 4, 1946. 
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II. THE SECURITY COUNCIL.* 


By letters dated April 8th and April 9th, the Polish delegate 
to the Security Council requested the Secretary General to place 
the Spanish problem’ on the agenda “for consideration and for 
adoption of such measures as are provided for in the Charter”. 

On April 17th the Warsaw mouthpiece of the Politburo asked 
that all the member nations of the UN should break off diplomatic 
relations with Spain at once for “the activities of the Franco 
Government have already caused international friction and en¬ 
dangered international peace and security.” f 

The Lange proposal caused a long and fruitless discussion for 
it was obvious that the reasons given by the ex-Polish and ex- 
American professor were groundless and no valid decision could 
be based on them. He repeated—of course—all the stale lies 
fed to him and his like by the Spanish reds and did not believe 
it necessary to substantiate his claims. He held continuous 
rendezvous with the Spanish reds and became their semi-official 
representative in the Council. Supported—of course!—by the 
Russian, French, and Mexican delegates, he was opposed by those 
from the U. S. A., the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, Brazil, 
China and Egypt. 

His statement of the ‘Spanish problem’ was just too absurd 
and it appeared that there would be no difficulty in defeating 
his proposal. Faced by this danger, the wheels within wheels 
began to revolve and Lange’s attaches ran back and forth between 
the Polish delegation and the Secretariat-General, between the 
Secretariat-General and the Spanish Red Committees, between 
these last and the Veterans of the Lincoln Brigade, between the 
Veterans and the American Communist Party, between the Com¬ 
munist Party and the Soviet Delegation, and hence,—how strange! 
—back to Lange, thereby having travelled all round the Soviet 
Star. 

On the eve of the 35th Session of the Security Council the 
situation was as follows: as the Pole maintained that the Franco 


* As the report of the Subcommittee of the Security Council is repro¬ 
duced textually in the meetings of the General Assembly (October-December, 
1946) we shall deal with it later. This Chapter is exclusively devoted to the 
weird procedures of the Security Council so that we may follow the anti- 
Spanish aggression in its chronological order. 

t See the Lange letter of April 9, 1946 to Secretary-General (S/34). 
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government “endangered international peace and security” and 
the other delegates—excepting those of Russia, France and Mexico 

_that it did not, if the resolution were voted upon it would be 

defeated and the Council would drop the ‘Spanish problem’ from 
its agenda. Drop it from the agenda? Never, cried Spain’s 
enemies. To prevent such a disaster Russia decided to use her 
veto, as a negative Russian vote was equal to a veto. But even 
this was not enough as it merely drew the discussion out with no 
direct benefit to the plotters. Hence the Sub-Committee formula 
“to make further studies in order to determine whether the 
situation in Spain has led to international friction and does 
endanger international peace and security . . 

Lange, although apparently mortified at this result, must 
have secretly rubbed his hands for he believed he could influence 
and use the Sub-Committee chairman, H. V. Evatt, and that the 
report would be favorable to his cause. Delegates from Australia, 
Brazil, China, France and Poland, made up the Sub-Committee. 

It would have appeared natural that the French and the Poles 
should have been left out for their bias and anti-Spanish feelings 
were well known. But as justice was not the object of the 
inquiry, it was only natural that the prosecutors should also be 
the judges. China and Australia had no diplomatic ties with 
Spain and therefore no direct sources of information. In fact, 
its composition was so absurd that one of its members declared: 
“We know beforehand what the Sub-Committee will decide.” 

One of the most incredible phases of the plot now began. 
The Sub-Committee had been instructed: 

(a) to determine whether the situation in Spain had led to 
international friction and endangered international peace 
and security, and 

(b) if so, to determine what practical measure the United 
Nations might take. 

This was the task of the Sub-Committee, no more. Lange, 
faking anger, declared he would not alter his previous proposal 
and expressed the hope it would be further discussed once the 
Sub-Committee had made its recommendations. 

It took no less than nineteen sessions for the Sub-Committee 
to decide if “Spain endangered international peace and security.” 

* Keport of the Security Council to the General Assembly (S/172, p. 94) 
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Nineteen sessions which might easily have been two-hundred as 
each one gave the Reds the opportunity to snow the Sub-Com¬ 
mittee under with reports reflecting their particular viewpoints 
and objectives and about as reliable as any propaganda material 
coming out of the Communist presses. 

Reports from Dr. Giral, statements of Communist agents, 
Basque separatist propaganda, tones of anti-Spanish ‘literature’, 
rumours, old wives tales, grotesque flights of fancy, incredible 
statistics, imaginary facts, anything which could be possibly 
invented poured in on the Sub-Committee which edited the whole 
and presented it to the Security Council under the title: Report of 
the Sub-Committee on the Spanish question appointed by the 
Security Council on April 29, 194-6. (Document S/75.) 

The spirit in which this ‘investigation’ was carried out pre¬ 
vented any individual or organization to bring trustworthy or 
impartial evidence to bear on the case. If they were not turned 
back at the doors of the Secretariat-General, their evidence was 
no doubt ‘filed for future reference.’ The purpose of the ‘investi¬ 
gation’ was understandable when we remember that the ‘evidence’ 
consisted of information from clandestine organizations and news¬ 
paper clippings and that the injured party had no one to speak 
in its defense, nor was one official Spanish document considered. 
The orders to ignore all evidence in favor of Spain was followed 
to the letter. Not only were the Bench and Jury one and the 
same body, but they were packed to the gills to prevent any 
further ‘mistake’ being made. 

Despite all the good will of the investigators, it was found 
impossible to say that Spain “endangered international peace and 
security. But the Sub-Committee did not forget that there was 
the possibility of the ‘Spanish question’ being dropped from the 
Council agenda; this would not do, therefore it strained its 
imaginative abilities for nineteen sessions and finally gave birth 
to the sorry ‘Report’. 

Did the Sub-Committee do its work well or had the Spain- 
haters been wrong in placing their confidence in its ability to 
help them? As the Spanish problem was purely artificial and a 
cabal invented in the Kremlin, those who dealt with it had two 
paths to follow: expose it for what it was worth or sit in with the 
plotters and distort truth. To the question, Did Spain constitute 
a danger to international peace and security? the members of the 
Sub-Committee answered: 
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“Although the activities of the Franco regime do not at present 
constitute an existing threat to the peace within the meaning of 
Article 29 of the Charter and therefore the Security Council has 
no jurisdiction to direct or to authorize enforcement measures 
under Article 40 or 42, nevertheless such activities do constitute 
a situation which is a potential menace to international peace and 
security and which therefore is a situation ‘likely to endanger 
the maintenance of the international peace and security’ within 
the meaning of Article 34 of the Charter.” * 

Here we would like to underline the fact that the translators 
of the Secretariat saw good to substitute the ‘potential of the 
English text for latent in the French text. For Mr. Lie's future 
reference we would point out that the two words denote two 
completely different sets of ideas and that if the slip were not 
intentional the Secretary-General should check the translating 
ability of his employees. 

Leaving to one side all the hoopla and gobbledegoop of the 
report, the Sub-Committee's conclusion was that: “the activities 
of the Franco regime do not at present constitute an existing 
threat to the peace . . .” 

The Report, had it been an honest document, would have begun 
and ended with this one statement. But to prevent the plot from 
being shelved, the potential menace joke was invented. It was 
a good try which, however, failed to fool those not driven by a 
desire to political revenge. A potential menace to peace! Any 
country, by the mere fact of its existence, is a potential menace 
to peace, is it not? Liberia, Russia, Trans-Jordan, San Marino, 
the United States, Lichtenstein, not to mention Iceland, France, 
Siam, Luxembourg and Outer-Mongolia are all potential menaces 
to peace and international security. If this subterfuge were not 
such a sad reflection on the United Nations, it would give all 
serious people the biggest laugh of their lives. Poland, a Soviet 
puppet, calling Spain a menace! What impudence! 

When the Sub-Committee presented its report to the Council, 
it found that body still divided as to what steps should be taken. 
The Sub-Committee had recommended, firstly, that the Council 
should take into account the ‘potential menace to peace' of the 
Franco regime, secondly, that each member-nation should sever 

* Report of the Sub-Committee on the Spanish question appointed by 
the Security Council on April 29, 19^6. (Document S/75, June 1, 1946; 
page 14, Paragraph 30, subsection (a).) 
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diplomatic relations with Spain and, thirdly, that the Secretariat- 
General should notify all member-nations of the Council's decision. 

The Council voted on the recommendations June 13th and 
Russia used the veto again, complaining that the Council action 
was weak. On June 24th Lange proposed, again, that the breaking 
off of relations should be a collective step. A new Soviet Waterloo. 
Sir Alexander Cadogan attempted what he believed to be a 
moderate compromise but a new Russian veto blocked his measure. 
As an impasse had been reached, Mr. Evatt proposed: 

“Whereas the Security Council on April 29, 1946 appointed 
a Sub-Committee to investigate the situation of Spain, and whereas 
the investigation of the Sub-Committee has fully confirmed the 
facts which led to the condemnation of the Franco regime by the 
Potsdam and San Francisco Conferences, the General Assembly 
at the first part of its First Session and by the Security Council 
by resolution on the date above mentioned, (Confirmed the facts 
. . . ? When, how and by whom, pray?) and whereas the Sub- 
Committee was of opinion that the situation in Spain is one of 
continuance of which is likely to endanger the maintenance of 
international peace and security, it is hereby resolved that without 
prejudice to the rights of the General Assembly under the Charter 
the Security Council keep the situation in Spain under continuous 
observation and maintain it upon the list of matters of which it 
is seized in order that it will at all times be ready to take such 
measures as may become necessary to maintain international peace 
and security . Any member of the Security Council may bring 
the matter up for consideration by the Council at any time.” * 

This is a superb example of compromise. But Russia, and 
let us recognize she was honest and played with her cards face 
up on the table, did not want a compromise, so she killed the 
motion with the veto. The President declared the motion passed, 
Andrei Gromyko protested, Lange backed him up. The Presi¬ 
dent insisted but Gromyko refused to back down. The meeting 
was adjourned. 

What was the position now? Another postponement, to irk 
the Spanish people. The case must not be dropped! was the 
slogan. Anything but justice! the catchword. 

* “Journal of the Security Council”, First Year, No. 42, Thursday, 
July 11, 1946, page 882. 
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III. THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL 
ASSEMBLY OF THE UNITED NATIONS 
AT LAKE SUCCESS, NEW YORK 

(December 12, 1946) 

We now reach the opening session of the General Assembly 
of the United Nations at Lake Success. The Secretary-General 
was to make a carefully prepared speech which, once read, 
surprised his listeners by being strikingly similar to an article 
which had but recently appeared in “The Nation” under the 
signature of one of the ring-leaders of Spanish Communism who, 
for many years, had been in constant touch with the Kremlin.* 
Alvarez del Vayo, in his article, ‘prophesied’ that the Spanish 
question would be discussed in the Assembly and that any effort 
on the part of the democracies to avoid a discussion would be 
fruitless. He also said that the battle would be waged both fast 
and furious. Both his ‘prophecies’ were fulfilled to the letter. 

The delegations arriving in New York knew that the case 
would be discussed although it did not appear on the agenda. 
They hoped against hope, however, that it would be dropped 
because practically to a man they realized they had no legal right 
to meddle in other peoples’ affairs. 

But the Secretary General’s opening speech, as if he did 
not wish to disappoint his listeners and his Soviet friends, heaped 
insult upon insult on the heads of the unfortunate Spanish 
people, demanding everything up to the very life and belongings 
of all anti-Communist Spaniards. The stupefaction of the 
delegates was obvious as was the fact that the Soviet block had 
previous knowledge of the move. Some hard non-diplomatic 
comments were made about the Secretary’s speech and the latter 
had to call a Press Conference to explain matters. In his naivete 
he declared that he had not been obeying the orders of a certain 
Great Power. 


* “The chief agent of that policy (the Soviet Trojan Horse policy) 
in Spain was to be Senor Alvares del Vayo, the stronger and more efficient 
for his remaining officially a Socialist. His trips to Moscow had begun in 
1930, a year before the fall of the Spanish Monarchy.” S. de Madariaga, 
“Spain”, New York: 1943, p. 368. 

“. . . Don Francisco Largo Caballero became Prime Minister (Septem¬ 
ber 4, 1936). There was a surprise in the composition of his cabinet. His 
Foreign Secretary was not Don Luis Araquistain but Don Julio Alvarez 
del Vayo. This was a clear sign of the rising power of Moscow in Spanish 
affairs . . .” ob. cit. p. 374. 
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The charge had been sounded and the Spain-haters got on the 
move. Lange, the spearhead, flanked by the trusty French dele¬ 
gation and the Red cells in New York. Re-inf orcements had been 
inducted: the Byelo-Russians, the Yugoslavs, the Czechs, a 
certain Venezuelan sharpshooter and, in the rear-guard as a sort 
of Woman’s Auxiliary, a lady from India. But if the floor of the 
Assembly had been turned into a battle ground, the officers of 
the Secretary-General became a stage where further actors dis¬ 
played their lack of histrionic skills. With all the dignity due 
the ‘president’ of a fly-by-night ‘government’, Dr. Giral—at present 
this character is “at liberty”—took the center of the stage to 
the flashing of press-photographer’s bulbs, while Negrin and 
Alvarez del Vayo, the real villains of the piece, stood in the wings 
working, respectively, as prompter and prop director. 

It was noted one day, however, that the Soviet block, headed 
by Russia, and after having proposed that many and various forms 
of diplomatic shafts should be hurled at Spain, began a strategic 
retreat. Defeat? No, but it was whispered in the Secretariat- 
General that Giral and Martinez Barrio thought it double-edged 
to have Russia and her satellites leading the anti-Spanish attack 
because many UN delegates were beginning to be convinced of 
foul play and anti-Communist feeling was gaining momentum. 
Giral suggested a double-cross and new tactics: less suspicious 
countries should be made use of. Norway, for instance. But 
the Norwegian delegate did not appear neutral enough because 
his comrade, Trygve Lie, the Norwegian Secretary-General of 
the UN had been too pally with the Soviets and had visited the 
Kremlin at the same time as another of Marshall Joe’s friends, 
Alvarez del Vayo, during the summer of 1946. It was known 
what line he followed. A South American country was suggested, 
but Giral answered that those nations lacked ‘prestige and politi¬ 
cal experience’. (Perhaps they wouldn’t toe the mark.) The 
ideal collaborator, said Giral, would be the Belgian delegate. The 
country he represented was respectable, Catholic, moderate, mon¬ 
archist, capitalist, but displaying progressive tendencies in its 
social legislation. It just so happened that M. Spaak was eager 
to assume the role: he was an old enemy of Spain. The set-up 
was made to order. 

The Soviets faded out of the picture, a move to fool the 
artless, and the moderates, Spaak and a Venezuelan, danced to 
strings stretching well across the Atlantic and Europe. 
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The text of the agreement adopted on M. Spaak’s proposal 
reads as follows: 

“The Peoples of the United Nations, at San Francisco, Pots¬ 
dam and London, condemned the Franco regime in Spain and 
decided that, as long as that regime remains, Spain may not be 
admitted to the United Nations. 

The General Assembly, in its resolution of February 9, 1946, 
recommended that the members of the United Nations should 
act in accordance with the letter and the spirit of the declarations 
of San Francisco and Potsdam. 

The Peoples of the United Nations assure the Spanish people 
of their enduring sympathy and of the cordial welcome awaiting 
them when circumstances enable them to be admitted to the 
United Nations. The General Assembly recalls that, in May and 
June, 1946, the Security Council conducted an investigation of 
the possible further action to be taken by the United Nations. 
The Sub-Committee of the Security Council charged with the 
investigation found unanimously: 

(a) In origin, nature, structure and general conduct, the 
Franco regime is a Fascist regime patterned on, and 
established largely as a result of the aid received from 
Hitler’s Germany and Mussolini’s Fascist Italy; 

(b) During the long struggle of the United Nations against 
Hitler and Mussolini, Franco, despite continued Allied 
protests, gave very substantial aid to the enemy powers. 
First,-for example, from 1941 to 1945, the Blue Infantry 
Division, the Spanish Legion of Volunteers and the 
Salvador Air Squadron fought against Soviet Russia on 
the Eastern Front. Second, in the summer of 1940, 
Spain seized Tangier in breach of international statute, 
and as a result of Spain maintaining a large army in 
Spanish Morocco large numbers of Allied troops were 
immobilized in North Africa; 

(c) Incontrovertible documentary evidence establishes that 
Franco was a guilty party with Hitler and Mussolini in 
the conspiracy to wage war against those countries 
which eventually in the course of the World War became 
banded together as the United Nations. It was part of 
the conspiracy that Franco’s full belligerancy should 
be postponed until a time to be mutually agreed upon. 
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The General Assembly, convinced that the Franco Fascist 
Government of Spain, which was imposed by force upon the 
Spanish people with the aid of the Axis Powers and which gave 
material assistance to the Axis Powers in the war, does not 
represent the Spanish people, and by its continued control of 
Spain is making impossible the participation of the Spanish 
people with the peoples of the United Nations in international 
affairs; 

Recommends that the Franco Government of Spain be debarred 
from membership in international agencies established by or 
brought into relationship with the United Nations, and from 
participation in conferences or other activities which may be 
arranged by the United Nations or by these agencies, until a new 
and acceptable government is formed in Spain . 

Further desiring to secure the participation of all peace- 
loving peoples, including the people of Spain, in the community of 
nations, 

Recommends that, if within a reasonable time, there is not 
established a government which derives its authority from the 
consent of the governed, committed to respect freedom of speech, 
religion and assembly and to the prompt holding of an election 
in which the Spanish people, free from force and intimidation and 
regardless of party, may express their will, the Security Council 
consider the adequate measures to be taken in order to remedy 
the situation, 

Recommends that all nations of the United Nations imme¬ 
diately recall from Madrid their Ambassadors and Ministers 
plenipotentiary accredited there. 

The General Assembly further recommends that the States 
Members of the Organization report to the Secretary-General and 
to the next Session of the Assembly what action they have taken 
in accordance with this instruction. 

Thus far the notorious document, the lack of justice of which 
is only surpassed by the haggling and bargaining which preceded 
its adoption. Passing over the references to San Francisco, Pots¬ 
dam and London—as we have already dealt with them—we find 
that the second point made concerns the charges brought by the 
Sub-Committee, to wit: 

(1) By origin, nature, structure and general conduct the 
Franco regime is fascist; 
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(2) That it was established largely (please note the new 
shading, a move to get away from the too obviously 
biased Quintanilla petard) with the help of Hitler's 
Germany and Mussolini's Italy; 

(3) During the World War Spain gave considerable aid to 
the Axis Powers (examples: Blue Division and occupa¬ 
tion of Tangier) ; 

(4) 'Incontrovertible documentary proof' established that 
Franco, with Hitler and Mussolini, was guilty of plotting 
the World War. 

‘V 

But with all this in front of it, the Assembly declares: 

“Convinced that the Franco Fascist Government of Spain, 
which was imposed upon the Spanish people with the aid of the 
Axis Powers and which gave material assistance to the Axis 
Powers in the war . . .” 

It would appear that the Assembly, although believing the 
latter, would like us to understand that it did not set too much 
store by the Sub-Committee findings. 

The reason for this contradiction is simple. The introduction 
which took hours of discussion, endless compromise and argu¬ 
ment, was created by placing side by side paragraphs which the 
enemies of Spain kept throwing at the Assembly to keep up the 
spirit of aggression and to placate the demands of the extreme 
left. One of the paragraphs, that beginning “incontrovertible doc¬ 
umentary evidence establishes . . gave rise to a pitched verbal 
battle on the floor of the Assembly. None of the non-Soviet dele¬ 
gates believed this to be true and few wished to accept it, but the 
delegates from Poland, Yugoslavia, White Russia and Czecho¬ 
slovakia were so insistent that they finally won out and obtained 
the majority’s grudging consent to its inclusion. The private 
comments of delegates were extremely revealing: “Something 
had to be voted on . . .”, “Some decision had to be come to . . 
sacrifice for the unity of the United Nations . . .”. 

It was in this spirit that the introduction was written. The 
same tale could be told for the other paragraphs. Compromise, 
fallacy, boredom, lack of interest, irresponsibility. And, why 
bother? After all, it’s only the Spanish people who have to suffer, 
so why all the sob-stuff? 
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IV. OUR ANSWERS ARE NOT TOO COMPLICATED 


1. In origin, nature, structure and general conduct, the Franco 
regime is a Fascist regime . 

For more than ten years now that word fascist has been 
hurled at the Spanish people and their Government. Whenever 
a Spain-hater got his back pinned to the wall in an argument, he 
faithfully and infallibly trotted out that fetid and over-worked 
old nostrum, fascist . 

Without stopping to consider details and to split hairs, let us 
see if the present Government of Spain is or is not fascist. Our 
initial difficulty is to define the exact nature of a Fascist regime or 
in what particular way a fascist behaves, for lately, according to 
the Leftist press, the following gentlemen are all fascists: Sena¬ 
tors Connally, Vandenberg, Taft, and other members of the 
American Congress, the members of the British conservative 
party, specially its leader, Mr. Winston Churchill, General de 
Gaulle in France, Archbishop Damaskinos in Greece, and, in 
Rome, that arch-fascist of them all, His Holiness Pope Pius XII. 
Even more recently Messrs. Truman and Marshall have been 
added to the list. 

But according to authoritative writers on political science 
the Fascist state is identical with the totalitarian and they say 
that the latest and best examples of this type were Hitler’s 
Germany, Mussolini’s Italy and (gad! is it possible) Stalin’s Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, alias the Soviet Paradise. 

Now, if one of the salient characteristics of the regime which 
came to power late in 1936 in Spain, is its open and declared 
enmity of Communism and the Soviet system on doctrinal and 
moral grounds, we must necessarily conclude that it is not pat¬ 
terned on the Soviet type of totalitarianism. Therefore, by call¬ 
ing it fascist, the UN must believe it similar to the fascist and 
totalitarian states recently departed from Germany and Italy. 
The UN failed to state what was this similarity. 

Without going too far back and when some countries were 
dickering with Nazi Germany and others negotiating with Fascist 
Italy, the totalitarian form of government was being severely 
criticized in Spain. Many will be surprised to know that the 
greatest Spanish enemy totalitarianism had was the founder of 
Falange Espafiola, Jose Antonio Primo de Rivera, attacking it 
both in parliament and in the press. 
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“We must construct the new order beginning by man, by 
the individual, as westerners, as Spaniards, and as Christians ,” 
he said.* He does not believe it enough to affirm the priority of 
man, but underscores the individual, he emphasizes the concrete 
and personal being. He did not subordinate the individual to the 
community as do the nazis and the communists. 

The founder of Falange always defended the classic principles 
of Christian thought against totalitarianism: the citizen is to obey 
the state in non-essentials, but in fundamentals the state is sub¬ 
servient to man. Nowhere in his ideas will you find the ‘nothing 
apart from the state’ of Italian Fascism, the ‘you are nothing, 
the people are everything’ of the nazis. 

One of the co-founders of Falange, Onesimo Redondo, wrote 
in ‘Libertad’, of Valladolid, on November 20, 1933: 

“To think of adapting that what Hitler and Mussolini have 
thought out for their peoples to Spain, would be to fall into the 
same mistake we denounce in our enemies. We must remain 
equally distant from the too romantic and rural traditionalism of 
a Donoso Cortes, who was confident of finding the solutions to our 
problems in the past, and from that which is being carried out 
abroad, be it called Fascism or Communism .” f 

On December 19, 1943, after the Falange and the Juntas 
Ofensivas of Redondo had joined forces, Jose Antonio issued the 
following note to the press: 

/ 

“The news that Jose Antonio Primo de Rivera, Leader of 
Falange Espanola de las J.O.N.S., is to attend a certain inter¬ 
national Fascist Congress being held at Montreux, is inexact. The 


* “La construccion de un nuevo la tenemos que empezar por el hombre, 
por el individuo, como occidentales, como espanoles y como cristianos”. Speech 
of May 19, 1935, ‘Obras Completas de Jose Antonio’, Madrid: 1942, pages 
92 & 93. 

See also review of the book ‘El Estado Totalitario en el Pensamiento 
de Jose Antonio’ by Jose Luis Arrese, in the ‘Revista de Estudios Politicos ’ 
Madrid: 1945, No. 19-20. 

f Pensar en una adaptacion a Espana de lo que Mussolini y Hitler 
han concebido para sus respectivos paises, serla incurrir en el mismo vicio 
que denunciamos en enemigos. Tan lejos debemos estar deuntradicionalismo 
demasiado rural y romantico, a lo Donoso Cortes, confiado en hallar la solucion 
de todo con solo dar media vuelta hacia el pasado, como de adoptar lo que 
fuera de Espana se lleva, llamese comunismo o fascismo.” 
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Leader of Falange was invited to attend, but turned down the 
invitation for he believed that the genuinely national character of 
the Movement which he leads prevents even the appearance of 
international dictation. Furthermore, Falange Espanola de las 
J.O.N.S. is not a Fascist movements f 

In the course of a meeting in the Teatro Calderon, in Valladolid 
on March 3, 1935, he said: 

“When the world is crumbling it cannot be repaired with 
technical patches: a new order is required in everything. And this 
order must be based on the individual. Let those who accuse us of 
State pantheism take heed: we consider the individual as the 
fundamental unit, for that is the Spanish way of life, to consider 
man as the bearer of eternal values.” $ 

It is therefore clear that it was previous to the Spanish Civil 
War and World War II, that this position was adopted, unmis¬ 
takably separating the Spanish national movement from any idea 
of the totalitarian state. In 1942 Alfonso Garcia Valdecasas, one 
of the three founders of Falange Espanola de las J.O.N.S. and a 
close advisor of Jose Antonio, wrote in the official Revista de Estu¬ 
dios Politicos (January 1942, II No. 5: please notice that date.) 

“For us the State is not an end in itself, neither does it find 
its justification in itself (p. 26). The State must be an instrument 
to protect spiritual values. And, for instance, these are: liberty, 
the integrity and dignity of man, and, therefore, the State must 
respect them and make them be respected (p. 27). Our Spanish 
way of thinking denies the primacy of the State. This is the line 
followed by all present Spanish creative thought as opposed to the 


t La noticia de que Jose Antonio Primo de Rivera, Jefe de la Falange 
Espanola y de las J.O.N.S. se disponia a acudir a cierto Congreso inter- 
nacional fascista que esta celebrandose en Montreux es totalmente falsa. 
El Jefe de Falange fue requerido para asistir; pero rehuso terminantemente 
la invitacion, por entender que el genuino caracter nacional del Movimiento 
que acuadilla repugna la apariencia de una direccion. Por otra parte, la 
Falange Espanola de las J.O.N.S. no es un movimiento fascista. 

% “Cuando el mundo se desquicia, no se puede remediar con parches 
tdcnicos: necesita todo un orden nuevo. Y este orden ha de arrancar otra 
vez del individuo. Oiganlo los que nos acusan de profesar el panteismo 
estatal: nosotros consideramos al individuo como unidad fundamental, porque 
6ste es cl sentido de Espana, que siempre ha considerado el hombre como 
portador do valorcs etcrnos.” 
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raison d’Etat of Macchiavelli. Above the State there is a moral 
order, there are truths and doctrines which it must follow, (p. 
30)” * 

If this be the attitude of the Falange Espanola, clearly against 
the totalitarian state, it is not difficult to judge that of those who 
joined with it in the Movement to battle the totalitarians of the 
left: the Traditionalists, Renovacidn Espanola, CEDA, not to 
mention the Agrarian republicans, the Liberals, the Liberal Demo¬ 
crats; two leaders of this last group, Melquiades Alvarez and Jose 
Martinez de Velasco, having been murdered by the Popular Front 
Government. The Decree of Unification did not mean, therefore, 
the creation of a single, totalitarian party. It was the integration 
of various currents of public opinion in defense of certain moral 
and spiritual values they commonly held sacred. These common 
ideals were based, moreover, on the most anti-totalitarian doctrines 
of all times: those of the Gospel. 

The immediate cause of the mass revolt of July 18, 1936, 
and let us never forget this, was the irrepressible indignation of 
the people of Spain against a typically totalitarian act: the mur¬ 
der, on Government orders, of the Parliamentary leader of the 
Opposition, Jose Calvo Sotelo, on July 13, 1936.f He was murdered 
by Government Police in uniform, acting on instructions from 
the Ministry of the Interior. The Minister, a few days previously, 
had said in Parliament that, because Calvo Sotelo had “talked too 
much,” he could “say goodbye to life.”ft 

If, from the point of view of political doctrine, the various 
groups collaborating in the National Movement cannot be accused 


* “No es el Estado para nosotros fin en si mismo, ni en si puede encon- 
trar su justificacion (p. 26): el Estado ha de ser instrumento para salva- 
guardar sacros valores. Tales son para nosotros, por ejemplo: la libertad, 
la integridad y la dignidad del hombre y, por ello, es riguroso deber del 
Estado respetarlos y hacerlos respetar (p. 27). Igualmente, el pensamiento 
genuino espanol se niega a reconocer en el Estado el supremo valor. Este 
es el sentido de la actitud polemica de todo el pensamiento creador espanol 
contra la ‘razon de Estado', enunciada por Maquiavelo. Por encima del 
Estado hay un orden moral, de verdades y preceptos a que el debe atenerse 
(p. 30).” 

f It is curious that Salvador de Madariaga, otherwise a fairly precise 
historian, should forget to mention this in his Spain. 

ff During the Session of June 6, 1936. 
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of totalitarian ideas, neither can it be said that legislation passed 
by the Government since 1936 is 'patterned' on that of Nazi Ger¬ 
many, Fascist Italy or Soviet Russia. 

What does the Spanish State think of the individual, the 
family, religion? Is the Spanish State organization totalitarian? 
From the very first day of the Civil War it sought, although faced 
by the demands of war, to publicly establish its ideological char¬ 
acter and to define the moral bases it was to follow. Of the 
individual: 

“The Spanish State proclaims as its guiding principle respect 
of the dignity, integrity and liberty of the human person, and 
recognizes man as the bearer of eternal values and as the member 
of the national community, the possessor of rights and duties sub¬ 
ject to the commonweal .” $ 

“The State protects, without distinction of class or person, 
the equal rights of all Spaniards.” $ 

“Spaniards have the right to the respect due personal and 
family honor and whomsoever shall tarnish it will be rendered 
personally responsible” $ 

“The State recognizes and protects private property as a 
natural means to the fulfillment of individual, family and social 
ends.” t 

“The State recognizes private initiative as the well-springs 
of the economic life of the nation.” § 

The State recognizes the family as the fundamental unit: 
it is the foundation stone of society and is, likewise, a moral 
institution with certain inalienable rights; and to guarantee its con¬ 
tinuity, it is considered as being superior to all positive law: 
"Family heritages are not subject to seizure." § 

This civilized concept of the family differs not a little from 
those authentically totalitarian ideas which inspired the Nazi 
sterilization laws of July 14, 1933. 

Neither had the Spanish State 'patterned' its religious policies 
on those of the totalitarian. From the first instant the Chief of 
State let it be known that Christian morality would guide the 
State at all times. As early as 1936 the Chief of State declared 

t Art. 1, 3, 4, 30, respectively, of the Charter of the Spanish People. 

§ Art. 11, 12, respectively, of the Labor Charter. 
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that the moral code of the State would be the Christian. In 
fact, the Spanish Civil War was, primarily, Spain's contribution 
to the world-wide battle to preserve Christian spiritual values 
against the materialism of the century. There was a deep division 
between the two Spains of the Civil War: 

". . . On the side of the insurgents the spiritual, which aimed 
at the defense of order, social peace, traditional civilization and 
the mother-country, and very markedly, in a great section, the 
defense of religion; and on the other the materialist tendency, 
be it called Marxist, Communist, or Anarchist, which wanted to 
substitute, for the old civilization of Spain with all its factors, the 
ultra-new ' civilization ' of the Russian Soviets.”* 

And its two origins were: 

“Thirdly, we affirm that the civil-military rising has taken a 
double grip on the depths of the popular conscience: that of the 
patriotic sense which has seen in it the only means of rising up 
and of avoiding her definite ruin; and that of the religious sense, 
which considered it as the force necessary to reduce to impotence 
the enemies of God, and as the warrant of continuity for her faith 
and the practice of her religion.” f 

If it is agreed that one of the salient features of totalitarian¬ 
ism, either German, Italian, or Russian, is its enmity to religion— 
and that one of the objectives of the Allies was to protect the 
liberty of religion—can it be said that the Spanish State is totali¬ 
tarian? Let us see what the Spanish Hierarchy has to say on the 
subject: 

“The Spanish Church, when about to perish completely at 
the hand of Communism as happened in those regions dominated 
by the latter, was protected by a power which, up to the present, 
has guaranteed the fundamental principles of society . . ." “Slowly 
and on the initiative of the Government, we are being freed from 
the shackles of certain laws which are an insult to the Church 
and the Christian conscience of the nation; the family, worship, 
education, work, Christian tradition, the Church as a legally con- 


* Joint Letter of the Spanish Bishops to the Bishops of the whole World, 
London, Catholic Truth Society, 1937: p. 13. 

f Ut supra, p. 15. 
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stituted institution, are being reintegrated into the concept and 
Christian everyday life of the people” * 

The evidence of the Hierarchy of Spain would fill the pages 
of a good size book which could be prologued by the following 
words of His Holiness, Pius XII, in his message to Spain, April, 
1939: 

U 0ur predecessor, of blessed memory, was happy and con¬ 
fident in this providential peace which is no doubt the fruit of 
that blessing he sent at the beginning of the war to those who 
had taken upon themselves the difficult and dangerous task of 
defending and restoring human rights, the love of God and 
religion . . . Heroic Spain, a nation chosen by God as the principal 
instrument to Christianize the New World, and an impregnable 
bastion of Catholic Faith, has just proved to the proselytes of the 
materialistic materialism of our century that the eternal values 
of religion and the spirit are paramount” 

This certainly is not the language used in the encyclical Mit 
Brennender Sorge against National-Socialism and upon the posi¬ 
tion of the Church in the Third Reich, which was so similar to that 
other, Dilectissima Nobis, on the persecution of the Spanish Church 
by those same politicians who provoked, fought and lost the 
Civil War and who are now trying to provoke another. 

Is Spanish educational legislation ‘patterned' after that of the 
Nazis, Fascists and Communists? Articles 2 and 3 of the Law 
of Primary Education say: “It is the primary and inalienable 
right of the family to educate its children and, therefore, to choose 
the persons or centers where the children are to receive their pri¬ 
mary education, subordinating it to the supernatural order” “The 
State recognizes the right of the Church to establish primary 
schools and Teachers Colleges with the right to grant the corre¬ 
sponding degrees in the manner established by the Law. It also 
recognizes the Church's right to inspect all primary schools, both 
public and private, in matters of faith and morals." f Article 53 
considers the child as “a human being with a personal end to 
fulfill and with the right to education until such time as he has 

* Cardenal Pla y Tomas, Archbishop of Toledo, 11 A Dos Anos Fecha.” 

t La Education Primaria en Espana, Madrid, Publicaciones Espaholas, 
1946, page 54. 
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reached the full development of his physical, intellectual and moral 
faculties." 

Or can the Spanish University be labelled totalitarian and 
fascist ? Article 3 of the University Law of 1943 says: “The 
University, inspired by Catholic thought and following the tradi¬ 
tions of Spanish Universities, will adjust its teaching to that of 
Catholic dogma and morals and the present statutes of Canon 
Law." 

Those willing to accept truth at its face value must admit that 
such legislation, protecting the rights of religious education and 
barring the teaching of racial discrimination, cannot be tagged 
fascist, nazi, or totalitarian, as the UN has so irresponsibly 
called it. 

The UN shows even greater ignorance of what has been done 
in Spain since 1936 if by fascist it pretends that the Spanish State 
is tyrannical. 

We must not forget, first of all, that the Spanish State was 
created during the Civil War under dramatic circumstances. 
Declaring that it wished to follow the Christian order, during 
peace time it has not hesitated to take on the task, although faced 
by the terrible difficulties of rebuilding the nation both spiritually 
and materially. In any case the present Spanish State should 
not be considered as a finished product, but as being in the course 
of construction and evolution, hence as being able to be improved 
upon. Reviewing the legislation passed since 1936, it is obvious 
that the State wished to create a framework of constitutionally 
binding laws recognizing the rights and duties of the citizen and 
the respect due the latter by the State as the civilized idea of 
Power demands. Fully conscious of historic continuity, it has not 
revoked previous legislation and has preserved such laws as that 
of Judicial Civil Procedure of February 3, 1881, that of Judicial 
Criminal Procedure of September 14, 1882, the Civil Code of 
1889, the Laws of Administrative Procedure of 1889, the Law of 
Public Order promulgated by the Republic. These and many 
others, the legislation of more than a century of Monarchy and 
Republic, cannot be called fascist, yet they are the basic laws of 
the present Spanish State. 

The laws limiting the powers of the State have been kept 
and further legislation of the same character passed. The Council 
of State, the Tribunal of Budgetary Accounts, etc., all limiting 
the State's powers, have been recreated or established. The 
Cortes Espaholas was created by the Law of July 17, 1942. On 
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March 18, 1944, the citizen obtained the right to legal recourse 
against the State and the latter is bound by the decisions of the 
courts. The Council of State, the oldest State organism in Spain, 
received ample powers on February 10, 1940, to control the Budget, 
to supervise government administration, to issue general directives 
on the application of the laws, interpretation of administrative 
contracts, etc. 

All this far-reaching legal organization is at the service of 
the individual citizen and not at that of a group or a party. 

(2) The Franco regime was established largely as a result 
of the aid received from Hitler’s Nazi Germany and Mussolini’s 
Fascist Italy . 

It would require many pages to attempt a resume of the 
specifically Spanish reasons for the nation's uprising on July 18, 
1936, at one of the most dramatic moments of Spain's history and 
against one of the most incompetent governments of all time. 
The first President of the Republic, Don Niceto Alcala Zamora 
admits * that the rising of July 18th was a justified reaction 
against the demagogy, legal ruin and general decomposition of the 
time. As a reminder of this ‘decomposition' we need only refer 
the reader to the assassination by Government Police of the Leader 
of the Parliamentary Opposition, Jose Calvo Sotelo, a few days 
after he had been threatened in Parliament by the Prime Minister 
and Minister of the Interior Mr. Casares Quiroga.f 

The uprising was purely Spanish and only Spaniards fought 
during the first few months. There was not a single foreign 


* Niceto Alcala Zamora, Regimen Politico de Convivencia en Espana, 
Buenos Aires, Editorial Claridad, 1946. 

t “. . . I've come to tell you, as it will probably be convenient for you to 
know of it, that they killed Calvo Sotelo last night.” 

I won’t hide the impression this gave me. It was very great. The 
news woke me up thoroughly and I instinctively looked out into the street, 
but was surprised that no signs of extraordinary activity were visible. 

“This means war,” I told my visitor. 

On page 13 of the same book Zugazagoitia tells us that Gil Robles’ 
death had also been planned: 

Although my informant had surprised me very much he surprised 
me very much more, I do not know why, with his final words: 

“Before deciding to carry out the reprisal, we couldn’t decide whether 
to go to Gil Robles’ or Calvo Sotelo’s house first. We chose the latter’s, with 
some idea of coming back for Gil Robles if we could finish quickly at Calvo 
Sotelo’s.” 

(Julian Zugazagoitia, ex-minister of the Republic, in Historia de la 
Guerra de Espana , Editorial La Vanguardia, Buenos Aires: 1940, page 11.) 
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“IT IS DEPLORABLE THAT WE SHOULD BE SUB¬ 
JECTED, DAY AFTER DAY, WEEK AFTER WEEK, 
MONTH AFTER MONTH, TO ALL THIS JUNK ABOUT 
PROVOCATIONS, LIES, NOISES AND REPETITIONS. 
WE ARE PRESUMED TO BE A GATHERING OF INTEL¬ 
LIGENT OFFICIALS, NOT A GATHERING OF ILLIT¬ 
ERATES. WE CAN DRAW OUR CONCLUSIONS FROM 
FACTS, NOT FROM SLOGANS AND CATCHWORDS.” 

{Mr. Valentine G. Law ford, Representative of Great Britain, 
to the Security Council, United Nations .) 


So, too, the people of Madrid shown on the following page, 
who, on December 9, 1946, streamed into the Plaza de 
Oriente to protest against foreign dictation . . . 
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“NO NATION, NO GOVERNMENT TRULY REPRESEN¬ 
TATIVE OF ITS PEOPLE, COULD EVER ACCEPT 
DECISIONS ABOUT THEIR TERRITORY OR SYSTEM 
OF GOVERNMENT BEING TAKEN WITHOUT THEIR 
PARTICIPATION/’ 

Statement of Jan Ciechanowski, 

Ambassador of Poland, on leaving 
his post as a result of the with¬ 
drawal of recognition of the Consti¬ 
tutional Polish Government by the 
United States Government. 


unit in the Army on October 1, 1936, when the National Govern¬ 
ment was formally established in Burgos, and no foreign pressure 
was brought to bear on the commanders of the fighting units who 
chose the government and who, it must never be forgotten, belonged 
to different political groups. Neither Germany, Italy, nor any 
other country had a word to say in the choice which was made: 
it was the free and voluntary choice of the Spaniards who, 
1.200.000 strong, always were the vast bulk of the National Army. 
To claim the contrary is to fly in the face of truth and to mis¬ 
construe the whole issue. 

The first National troops * reached the outskirts of Madrid 
on November 7, 1936. Fear and the psychosis of defeat gripped 
the republican camp. Its soldiers fled, the government fled, high 
state officials fled, fighting for a seat in cars leaving the capital. 
Madrid could not be held, it must fall. But on the night of the 
7th an event took place which changed the course of the war: 
the first International Brigades appeared in Madrid, and from 
then on were the backbone of the Red army.f The National 
General Staff, faced by these many reinforcements, decided to 
accept foreign volunteers: Germans and Italians, but also Irish¬ 
men, Portuguese, Rumanians and Frenchmen. At no time did 
these foreigners outnumber the Spaniards nor did foreigners 
ever control the General Staff. National Spain continued to be 
independent. 

Various attempts were made to repatriate all volunteers but 
it was the Red Government, fearful that the efficiency of the Red 
Army would be irreparably lost, who refused to cooperate. The 
attitude of the National Government was quite different; the 
Secretary of the Non-Intervention Committee personally witnessed 
the withdrawal of 10,000 foreign volunteers from the National 
Army. 


* There were, of course, some foreigners. Who can forget Lieutenants 
Fitzpatrick and Nangle, late of the Irish Guards and the French Foreign 
Legion? 

f “The purely national phase of the Spanish Civil War begins on July 
17-19th, 1936, with the military rising in Morocco and it ends on November 
8, 1936, with the dramatic appearance of the International Brigade in the 
streets of Madrid.” S. de Madariaga, Spain, p. 380. 

“When the Internationals marched through Madrid, writes Mr. Louis 
Fischer, “the civilians greeted them with ‘Viva Rusia.’ Everybody knew 
who had sent them, though most of them were actually French.” S. de 
Madariaga, op. cit., page 385. 
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It was the people of Spain who fought on the side of the 
National Government * and the world was unanimous in admit¬ 
ting this before and after final victory was achieved. The dates of 
diplomatic recognition of the Government are as follows: 


Guatemala — 
El Salvador _ 

Italy - 

Germany - 

Albania _ 

Nicaragua- 

Holy See- 

Japan _ 

Manchukuo — 

Hungary - 

Portugal - 

Czechoslovakia 

Eire _ 

Switzerland — 

Uruguay - 

Peru- 

Poland - 

Turkey - 

Netherlands _ 

Romania - 

Bolivia_ 

Egypt- 

Venezuela — 
Argentina — 
Great Britain 

France - 

Yugoslavia _— 

Brazil - 

Greece - 

Paraguay — 
Australia — 
Lithuania — 

Bulgaria - 

Esthonia _ 

Luxembourg - 

Belgium - 

South Africa 

Ecuador - 

Sweden - 

Finland - 

Denmark - 

Norway - 

Colombia — 
Haiti _ 


_November 8, 1936 

_November 8, 1936 

.—-November 18, 1936 

_November 18, 1936 

_November 26, 1936 

_November 27, 1936 

_August 28, 1937 

_December 1, 1937 

_December 2, 1937 

_January 13, 1938 

_May 11, 1938 

_May 30, 1938 

_February 13, 1939 

_February 14, 1939 

_February 17, 1939 

—February 18, 1939 

_February 18, 1939 

_February 21, 1939 

__February 22, 1939 

_February 23, 1939 

_February 24, 1939 

_February 25, 1939 

_February 25, 1939 

_February 26, 1939 

_February 27, 1939 

_February 27, 1939 

_February 28, 1939 

_March 1, 1939 

_March 1, 1939 

_March 1, 1939 

_March 2, 1939 

_March 5, 1939 

_March 8, 1939 

_March 9, 1939 

_March 15, 1939 

_March 21, 1939 

_March 21, 1939 

_March 29, 1939 

_March 29, 1939 

_March 31, 1939 

_March 31, 1939 

_April 1, 1939 

_ f _April 1, 1939 

_April 1, 1939 


* The League of Nations found that there was no ‘intervention’ by 
outside powers, so how can the UN declare that the Spanish Government 
is the creature of Nazi Germany or Fascist Italy? 
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Dominican Republic _ 

April 1, 

1939 

United States _ 

April 1, 

1939 

1939 

1939 

1939 

1939 

1939 

Costa Rica _ 

April 3, 

Chile _ 

April 5 

Iran _ _ _ _ 

April 13, 

Canada _ 

April 15, 

Honduras _ . 

April 17, 

Panama _ 

_ May 12, 

1939 

Cuba _ 

-May 25, 

1939 


Not one of these countries expressed 'their reserve', no one 
alleged that the National Government was not free and inde¬ 
pendent. The recognitions of the National Government were acts 
based on International Law and between equally sovereign nations. 
New Spain, as an independent unit, was accepted into the family 
of nations and its Government was recognized as its representa¬ 
tive. To try to alter these facts by questioning the help received 
by either side during the Civil War is to deny the meaning of 
diplomatic recognition. The Assembly of the UN cannot dis¬ 
regard this principle for in Article I of the Charter it is stated 
that the UN respects all the principles of Equity and International 
Law. They are obliged to follow the example set by the French 
Popular Front Government in 1939 when it said: 

“At this moment when the French Government, desirous of 
maintaining its friendly relations with Spain, is about to establish 
diplomatic relations with the Government of Generalissimo Franco, 
the two Governments consider themselves obliged to define the 
principles upon which they are to base their relations . The French 
Government, with the knoivledge that the Spanish Government is 
capable of upholding the independence and integrity of Spain, 
makes note, as a consequence of the Burgos conversations, that 
the repeated declarations of General Franco and his Government 
faithfully express the principles guiding the international policies 
of the Spanish Government . Therefore the two Governments ex¬ 
press their willingness to maintain friendly relations, to live as 
good neighbours, and to carry out loyal and frank policies in 
Morocco. Burgos, February 25, 1939.” 

Later events have not altered the world's recognition of the 
National Government. (Please note the absence of Mexico and 
Russia.) If the resolution of the UN Assembly casts a doubt on 
the legitimacy of the Spanish Government, then those who voted 
for the resolution contradicted their previous act of recognizing 
the Government on their own initiative. 
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(3) During the long struggle of the United Nations . . . 
Franco, despite continued Allied protests , gave very substantial 
aid to the enemy powers. 

On this score, if the international relations of the neutrals 
during the War were investigated by an impartial body, Spain 
would be cleared of any charges brought against it. Examining 
Spain’s neutrality, the most salient fact is the difficulties which 
it had to overcome. Spain never permitted Axis troops to cross 
its territory; Spanish industry never worked exclusively for Ger¬ 
many; Spain never denied the Allies raw materials and then sold 
them to the Axis. But under the stress of circumstances other 
neutrals did this, yet the UN does not investigate their behaviour. 
While speaking of neutrality and aid to the enemy, it would be 
well not to forget the Soviet’s contribution to the German war 
effort and the Soviet rape of Poland. 

(a) Spanish neutrality. The UN, in the second paragraph 
of the Assembly resolution, infers that the Spanish Government 
countered the interests of the Allies and that it failed to live up 
to its neutral position. Nothing could be more false. 

Spain had to face one of the most difficult problems of history. 
Previously law provided guides to the neutral nation and law 
made the belligerents and their policies of force respect the 
interests of the neutral. But during World War II the belligerent’s 
activities were ever quantitatively and qualitatively on the increase. 
both sides tried to gain their objectives with little, if any, con¬ 
sideration for the neutral. 

It was a total war; law, individual rights of nations, the 
framework of international life, all went by the board: a la guerre 
comme a la guerre, and heaven help the neutral! We must not 
forget the navicerts, naval controls, and other illegal methods used 
to achieve military victory. Long-range blockades, war zones, the 
repudiation of the Paris declaration which permitted a neutral 
ship to carry non-contraband enemy goods, were all used without 
any regard for the welfare of the neutrals. The misuse of force 
prevailed over the rights of neutrals. 

This total lack of consideration reached its peak with the 
forced control of neutral imports and exports, again with little 
regard for the rights and duties of neutrality. This misuse of 
power , this infringement on the rights of the neutral, fundamen¬ 
tally changed the principles the neutrals were to follow. As an 
equal, any member of the international family has the right to 
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adopt those steps it believes necessary to protect its welfare, 
specially in the economic field. This sovereign right to seek normal 
national economy must be recognized by all nations if we are to 
have a peaceful international community. Even when war breaks 
out, the neutral retains the right to this respect owed it by its 
fellow nations: it is only obliged to change its policies insofar as 
the duties of neutrality demand. If these duties are performed, 
the belligerents have no right to tax its economic life, for should 
they possess the power to hamper the neutral’s trade with sanc¬ 
tions and controls, any action of this kind infringes upon the 
neutral’s rights, and is contrary to the clearly expressed clauses 
of International Law, and changes the fundamental nature of the 
neutral’s rights. 

This happened during World War II. The interests of the 
warring nations and the neutrals could not be reconciled and 
normal relations between neutral and belligerent, as set forth by 
the Hague Conventions and the London Declarations, were impos¬ 
sible. The traditional system of neutrality could not be adhered 
to and, although it is not for us to decide whether the circum¬ 
stances of modern warfare justified the behaviour of the bellig¬ 
erents, it is a fact that it forced the neutrals to seek a political 
expedient which would compensate them for their legal losses. 
Legal neutrality was substituted by neutral policies to counteract 
the dynamics of the belligerent’s war policies. As the neutrals 
were not all geographically equidistant from the belligerents, it 
follows that their neutral policies were correspondingly different. 

Spain had to adopt realistic neutral policies because the tra¬ 
ditional system no longer guaranteed its rights nor prevent its 
being dragged into the war against its wish. That these rights 
were not respected is proved by the Notes sent to the Spanish 
Government by Great Britain on September 10th and November 
4, 1939, in which Spain is informed of the institution of voluntary 
control of merchant shipping in British ports. The use of navi¬ 
certs introduced police control in the place of the former adminis¬ 
trative control. Germany, in its Memorandum of August 20, 1940, 
warned Spain that any of its ships sailing under British navicert 
would be considered as enemy vessels. A greater restriction of a 
neutral’s rights on the high seas is inconceivable and both sides 
were undoubtedly guilty of infringing on Spain’s rights. 

Spain saw itself obliged to follow an active policy of neutrality 
if it wished to remain neutral. But the greater field of political 
action thus obtained could not and did not mean that Spain had 
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complete freedom of action: its slightest move was subordinated 
to its desire to stay out of the war. The Spanish Government 
was successful on this score for not once were Spain s actions 
considered by the combatants as being casus belli . 

Some particularly valuable documents prove that Spain 
retained her neutrality at all times. President Roosevelt’s letter 
to General Franco which Ambassador Hayes delivered on Novem¬ 
ber 8, 1942, reads: 

“/ believe the Spanish Government and the Spanish people 
wish to maintain neutrality and to remain outside of the war ” 

This was written at the time Axis ascendency had already 
reached its peak and the military power of Germany was proving 
insufficient; it is only natural, therefore, to suppose that the 
President came by his belief during a period when the fortunes 
of war favoured the Axis and when Spain, if it had so desired, 
could have joined it. 

Prime Minister Churchill, reviewing Spain’s neutrality in the 
House of Commons on May 24, 1944, underlined the fact that that 
country could have caused irreparable damage to the Allied cause 
if it had abandoned its neutrality at the time of the North Africa 
landings. “In the dark days of the war the attitude of the Spanish 
Government in not giving our enemies passage through Spain 
was extremely helpful to us. It was especially so at the time of 
the North Africa liberation.” The speech reveals the fact that 
he fully understood the character of Spain’s neutrality and was 
aware of the delicate balance it had to maintain between the land 
supremacy of the Germans and the sea power of the Allies. 

If Spain itself was benefited by neutrality, the Allies also 
shared in the results. Would not the Allied cause have been 
jeopardized seriously should Spain have entered the conflict? This 
must be taken into account when we consider Spain’s dynamic 
neutrality. Mr. Churchill did so when he said . . . the attitude 
of the Spanish Government . . . was extremely helpful to us.” 

Policies must be judged by their results, not by words used 
in carrying them out and which are, usually, mere feints employed 
in the execution of a plan and do not entail real concessions. To 
attempt to pass on Spanish neutrality from letters and documents 
without relating to facts is a show of bad faith, lack of objectivity, 
and a wish to deny Spain’s desire to peace. And the desire to 
peace is not mere egoism, for its preservation is to the advantage 
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of the community of nations, even though that peace is merely 
internal peace. Spanish dynamic neutrality , which had to be 
improvised day by day, took the place of its legal neutrality which 
had been destroyed by the belligerent nations. 

(b) Practical proof of Spain's neutrality . When the Spain- 
baiters want to show that that country was un-neutral during the 
war, they trot out the following: 

(1) The Blue Division on the Eastern front, 

(2) The occupation of Tangier, 

(3) The ‘refueling’ of German submarines in Spanish 
ports, 

(4) Certain declarations taken from documents found in 
Berlin. 

The Assembly only mentions the first two. The ‘refueling’ 
story died a natural death and the ‘documentary evidence’ dis¬ 
covered in enemy files can be used to prove Spain’s great services 
to the Allies. We shall, therefore, only consider the first two 
charges. 

(1) The Blue Division was the concrete and visible reaction 
of certain Spaniards to the danger of Communism, and its focal 
point was the Eastern front. The motives behind the Division are 
so clear that it is to insult the intelligence of the reader to insist 
upon them, but as they are used as weapons against Spain, we 
would like to remind the world that the Soviets directed operations 
against the Spanish people on Spanish soil for more than two 
years, that it brought to Spain murder for hundreds of thousands, 
terror and persecution for millions; that it brought foreign troops 
armed with Soviet rifles, Soviet tanks, Soviet artillery, Soviet 
planes, to be used against Spanish troops. Many forget that Soviet 
intervention in Spain meant the death of many thousands of our 
countrymen, the spoliation of our family possessions, the armed 
robbery of the national gold reserve which was shipped to Odessa 
—ten thousand cases of gold. Spain could not forget all this. 

We would advise those interested in the subject to read the 
report of Indalecio Prieto, Republican Minister of Defense, to his 
socialist colleagues in Paris during 1938, in which the Soviet 
infiltration is fully exposed. Is it really surprising that a few 
thousand young men should have volunteered to fight against 
those who had caused their country such untold suffering and, in 
some cases, even murdered the near relatives of the volunteers? 


37 














The Blue Division did not fight against any given people or against 
the Allies, neither did it change Spain’s neutral policy. 

A very few years ago a group of foreign volunteers arrived 
in Spain, an International Brigade camouflaging its red ideology 
under one of the most respected of names, Abraham Lincoln. 
They came to Spain to fight Spanish soldiers, shell Spanish towns, 
to cause grief and despair to Spanish families. What is left of the 
invaders of Spanish soil is still trying to attack the Spanish people 
through the UN. Would it have been just of the Spanish Govern¬ 
ment to declare that the American Government had abandoned its 
neutrality in the Spanish Civil War and that President Roosevelt 
was compromised by the actions of the Abraham Lincoln Brigade? 

“The presence of the Volunteer Blue Division in Russia never 
implied any idea of conquest or hatred towards any particular 
country. Its purposes were eminently anti-Communist and in the 
tradition of all Foreign Legions. When the Spanish Government 
knew that the presence of these volunteers could affect its relations 
with those Allied nations with which it maintained friendly rela¬ 
tions, it took the necessary steps to oblige the volunteers to return 
to Spain.” * 

“At times the presence of the Blue Division on the Eastern 
Front is pointed to as an act of aggression, but those who do so 
forget that foreign volunteers in other wars, fighting under foreign 
flags, has never been interpreted as an act of aggression. During 
Russia’s invasion of Finland (1939), American, English and French 
volunteers went to that country to fight against the Russians with¬ 
out it constituting a belligerent act on the part of the nations from 
which they came. During World War II many Spaniards fought 
with the American and British armies against the Axis powers 
but not a single Spaniard fought in enemy ranks against Great 
Britain or the United States.” t 

It is absolutely obvious that the action of the volunteers was 
not directed against the Russian people and not even against the 
Soviet regime in Russia as the personification of the political and 
social life of that country. The Division was fighting the export 
of Communism to Spain. Once the Spanish Government saw that 


* General Franco to the Press. 

t General Franco to Constantine Brown, Washington Evening Star. 


the presence of the volunteers in Russia could be misunderstood, it 
took immediate and difficult steps to have them repatriated. 

(2) Tangier has been governed since 1923 by an international 
body which, although cumbersome and at times incapable of meet¬ 
ing the internal needs of the Zone, on the whole satisfied all the 
parties concerned during peace. With the outbreak of hostilities 
in 1939 the situation in Tangier deteriorated because no power 
could control and regulate the opposing interests. During May, 
1940, Belgium and Holland had been invaded, in June Italy declared 
war and the 10th, 11th and 12th of that month France was con¬ 
sidering armistice negotiations, and Tangier would be directly 
affected by any armistice signed by France. The Mendub, as the 
delegated authority of the Sultan of Morocco, would be bound by 
the terms of the armistice. A German commission went to Morocco 
and by its intervention in certain administrative departments in¬ 
fluenced if not controlled the French Protectorate. Although the 
Legislative Assembly and the Administration could not function 
properly, it was in the Control Committee that the friction between 
opposing interests proved dangerous. The diplomatic and repre¬ 
sentative status of its members, who obeyed the order of their 
respective Governments, made collaboration impossible. Belgium 
and Holland were under German control, France signed an armis¬ 
tice on June 22nd and Vichy took over; Great Britain and Italy 
were at war and their representatives on the Committee could not 
reconcile their objectives. Only Spain and Portugal remained 
neutral, and of these only Spain had signed the 1923 and 1928 
Statutes and it was up to Spain, therefore, to safeguard the neu¬ 
trality of the Zone. 

The situation made it impossible to apply the Statutes. Spain, 
as a neutral, with a large colony in Tangier (more than 20.000 
souls) and as the protector of the adjoining Moroccan territory— 
which also was neutral—could do nothing but step in and protect 
both Moroccan and foreign interests. It took measures which at 
that moment appeared to be most effective from both the legal and 
political point of view: extend Spain’s protectorate of Spanish 
Morocco to Tangier. In other words, to administer Tangier under 
the Government of H.I.H. the Jalifa of Spanish Morocco. 

The reasons for Spain’s occupation were, therefore: 

(a) the breakdown of the administration created by the Stat¬ 
utes of 1923 and 1928; 
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(b) Spain's obligation, under the same Statutes, to guarantee 
Tangier's neutrality; 

(c) Imminent and probable Axis action against Tangier. 

Information received by Spain and passed on to the Allied 
G.H.Q. indicated such action was contemplated because of Tan¬ 
gier's geographic situation on the straits. Sir Samuel Hoare, in 
Complacent Dictator *, corroborates: “When Italy declared war 
on the Allies on June 10th, there was a plausible reason for think¬ 
ing that Mussolini might attempt to occupy the Zone, the more so 
as there were several thousand Italian subjects, mostly fascists, 
settled within it." This danger continued during 1941 and 1942. 
President Roosevelt, in his letter to General Franco, confirms this: 
“We have accurate information to the effect that Germany and 
Italy intend at an early date to occupy with military force French 
North Africa." f In his letter to Marshal Petain the President 
expresses the same belief and we need only remember all the 
events connected with the Mediterranean and North African thea¬ 
ters to realize how serious the threat to Tangier continued to be 
until the Allied landings in Italy effectively stopped any Axis 
attempt to bottle up the Mediterranean. Spain, by assuming the 
role of Tangier's guarantor, helped the Allied cause considerably at 
a time when Gibraltar's position was precarious. 

On June 14, 1940, the military forces of the Jalifa occupied 
Tangier: Moroccan, not Spanish, troops formed the occupying 
army. The diplomatic representatives of the interested parties 
were notified, as was the Control Committee of the Zone, by 
the Spanish Government and by the Spanish High Commissioner. 
Although some nations expressed their reserve en principe, not 
once did the new regime fail to receive the cooperation of the 
foreign diplomatic representatives. Spain and Great Britain 
exchanged notes on December 31, 1940, to establish certain pro¬ 
cedures to protect British interests. 

Many witnesses could be cited to testify to the continued good 
behaviour of the occupying authorities. Not only was it correct 
but the High Commissioner went out of his way to satisfy the 
demands of the civilian population. The many and often complex 


* New York: 1947, page 34. 

t Carlton J. H. Hayes, Wartime Mission in Spain, New York: 1946, 
page 91. 


40 


difficulties faced by the Spanish administration, food supplies, the 
presence of nationals of both Allied and Axis countries, transport, 
the reception and care of thousands of Jewish refugees from central 
Europe, were handled in a way to satisfy all concerned. From 
a legal point of view the Law of November 23, 1940, only extended 
to Tangier the prerogatives enjoyed by Spanish Morocco for the 
Mixed Tribunal continued to function in the zone and the Tangerine 
Code was applied at all times. 

(c) Documents found in Berlin but which were not included 
in the Sub-Committee's report . As the introduction of the Assem¬ 
bly Resolution is, to all intents and purposes, a textual copy of 
part of the Sub-Committee report, and as this report is nothing 
more than a pack of lies, snap judgments, street rumours which 
have been accepted as great historic truths, let us, for a moment, 
go back to what was said in that heap of infamy, Document S/75, 
and consider a few things which the Assembly did not mention. 

For instance: “as a result of Spain maintaining a large army 
in Spanish Morocco large numbers of Allied troops were immobil¬ 
ized in North Africa." Not only is this calumny, but ridiculous 
calumny, to boot. There was a Spanish army in Morocco, but 
it was not moved there in 1942, it had been there for many years, 
it is still there. Everyone except, possibly, the UN investigators, 
know that not a single Spanish soldier was drafted from the 
Peninsula into Morocco because of the Allied landings in French 
Morocco. As Mr. Churchill pointed out to the Commons, the great 
danger facing the Allies was a possible attack on Gibraltar: but 
if Spain showed clearly by its attitude that it was not going to 
hamper Allied movements to and from the Rock, why should it 
have adopted a contrary attitude across the straits in Spanish 
Morocco? It is probable that Spain could have taken Gibraltar 
during the early years of the war and if it neglected this immediate 
and very important advantage, is it logical to suppose that it 
harboured long-range and problematical plans? Who can doubt 
but that General Franco, who has proved himself as great a 
statesman as a general, might not have been anxious for the 
Allies, specifically England, to survive strongly? His respect of 
Gibraltar, against the purely national interests of Spain, might 
lead us to believe that he considered Spain's international interests 
to be similar to those of England. 

One witness to Spain's neutrality in the straits and North 
Africa is Captain Butcher, author of My Three Years with Eisen¬ 
hower. Others are Generals Patton and Mark Clark, who visited 
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General Orgaz in Larache and Melilla. When the Spanish High 
Commissioner returned their visit in Uxda, Generals Patton, 
Clark and Bradley expressed their appreciation of the Spanish 
Army's behaviour during the Moroccan operations against the 
Axis. 

German documents produced at the Nuremberg trials state 
that General Jodi, German Chief of Staff, told a secret meeting 
of Nazi Gualeiters at Munich, November 7, 1943, that Germany 
had lost the war because it had failed to attain three objectives: 
to land on British soil, to defeat Soviet Russia during the first 
winter of the Eastern campaign, and because it had been impossi¬ 
ble to drag Spain into the war during its first two years. In The 
Nuremberg Documents Peter de Mendelsohn underlines the great 
importance attached to the Spanish situation by the German 
Chief of Staff and he notes, with some surprise, that Jodi attri¬ 
buted Spanish resistance to precisely the man most people con¬ 
sidered von Ribbentrop’s lackey: Ramon Serrano Suner, the 
Spanish Minister of Foreign Affairs. “Our third objective", Jodi 
is reported to have said, “that of bringing Spain in on our side 
and making it possible to occupy Gibraltar, was prevented by that 
Spanish Minister, or better, that Jesuit Serrano Suner." 

Von Ribbentrop also reveals what Spain meant to Germany 
and its plans of taking Gibraltar and closing the Mediterranean. 
At a meeting with Mussolini, and in the presence of Count Ciano, 
and at a time when the Italian dictator believed that Spain might 
still come into the war, 

“. . . the Reich Foreign Minister remarked that at the 
beginning of this year Franco had unfortunately left the Axis 
in the lurch. This he had to note again and again. If he 
had cooperated at that time , Gibraltar would today not be 
in the hands of the British ..." * 

The German minister was referring to the German opera¬ 
tion “Felix et Isabella" to occupy the Peninsula and lay siege to 
Gibraltar. 

Captain Liddel-Hart, the British military expert, interviewed 
German generals after their defeat and, speaking of the many 

* International Military Trials, Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression, Vol. 
IV, U. S. Government Printing 1 Office, Washington: 1946, page 505. 
“Record of the conversation between the Reich Foreign Minister and the Duce 
in the Palazzo Venezia on the 13th of May, 1941, etc. . . .” 
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dangers to Gibraltar during the War, he quoted General Student, 
the commander of the Nazi paratroopers, as saying that in January 
1941 he got orders from Hitler to prepare a paratrooper attack 
on Gibraltar. Having studied the operation, it was Student’s con¬ 
clusion that paratroopers alone could not carry out the operation 
and that land forces would have to cooperate: this meant Spanish 
help. “It is impossible for us to take Gibraltar if we respect 
Spanish neutrality.” After reporting to Hitler the operation 
was changed to a full-scale land attack, for which eight divisions 
were to be sent through Spain from France. But its success 
depended on Spain’s willingness to come into the war on the 
Axis side. According to General Student, Hitler tried to persuade 
Franco, but Franco would not let himself be persuaded. 

On various occasions Hitler wrote to Mussolini and expressed 
his bitterness. On January 21, 1940, he says: 

Spain must be persuaded to enter the war now. The most 
effective date for Spain’s intervention should be within six weeks, 
and it must eliminate Gibraltar for us, block the straits, and 
enable us to transfer one or two German divisions to Spanish 
Morocco to protect us from any French defection in Morocco or 
other parts of North Africa . . .” “What is most important, from 
my point of vieiv, is the blocking off of the Mediterranean. To 
this purpose I am going to try to bring Spain in, as I have said, 
and make it cooperate rapidly in order to close, above all, the 
Western entrance to that sea . . .” 

He again writes to Mussolini on November 22, 1940: 

“The Spanish trump card can be played. I am willing to meet 
Franco and to apply the necessary pressure to bring him into 
the war.” 

On December 5, 1940, he came back to the subject: 

“Given the above mentioned circumstances, I believe it abso¬ 
lutely necessary that the Spanish Government and the Caudillo 
make a decision regarding Spain’s entry into the war . . .” “The 
control of the Straits of Gibraltar is of capital importance. Only 
when we have them in our hands will the situation in North 
Africa become favourable to us.” 

But Hitler becomes finally convinced that Franco intends 
to remain neutral and to resist pressure. In his letter to Mussolini 
on December 21, 1930, he says: 
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“Franco believes the situation changed: Spain refuses to 
collaborate with the Axis Powers. I am afraid that Franco is 
going to commit the folly of his life. His idea of receiving raw 
materials and cereals from the Allies as a sort of compensation for 
his staying out of the war appears extraordinarily igenious to 
me. The democrcies will keep him waiting until he has used up 
his last grain of wheat and then attack him. I deplore all this 
because we had finished our plans to cross into Spain on January 
10th and to attack Gibraltar at the beginning of February. I 
believe we could have attained our objectives with relative ease. 
The troops set aside for the operation had been specially chosen 
and trained. I feel sad, therefore, at Franco’s decision . . .” 

This letter is important for it establishes the fact that Spain 
did not have to wait for the Allied landings in Africa to refuse to 
go in with the Axis (“Spain has refused to collaborate with the 
Axis Powers, Hitler to Mussolini, December, 1940) ; secondly, it 
proves that Germany’s decision not to attack Gibraltar was in¬ 
dependent of her decision to attack Russia, as some Spain-haters 
pretended: Hitler abandoned the idea because Franco refused 
to collaborate six months before the Eastern offensive was begun. 
Judged in the light of the Hitler letters, are not Mr. Churchill’s 
words to the Commons on Spanish neutrality and aid to the Allies 
very much more revealing? 

The Japanese Ambassadors Oshima and Okamoto spoke to 
von Ribbentrop about Spain during May, 1943. Oshima declared * 
that his government was worried by the Spanish attitude; Spain’s 
refusal to allow the raising of the Japanese Legation in Madrid 
to the rank of an Embassy meant that it did not believe in the 
Tri-Partite Pact. The Japanese told von Ribbentrop that the 
occupation of Gibraltar would have changed the fortunes of war 
in the Mediterranean theater. Then the German informed the 
Ambassador that the attack had not been carried out because of 
Franco’s neutral policy. 

Admiral Doenitz, in a memorandum published by the British 
Admiralty during January 1947, confirms von Ribbentrop’s words 
when he states that Germany’s intended action against the Rock 
came to nothing because the political action to get Spain into the 
war failed. 

With all this evidence before us, we may well ask: is it 
possible to compare what the free passage of the straits meant to 

* See Department of State Bulletin, No. 376 for September, 1946. 
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the Allies with the problematic and, in most cases, illusory nothings 
which the enemies of Spain are so keen in pointing out? Why 
was this evidence in Spain’s favor not included in the Sub¬ 
committee’s report? Who was it who obstinately refused to 
admit any evidence in Spain’s favor but was anxious to reproduce 
textually all the clandestine rumours against it? * 

(d) More proofs of the Sub-Committee’s partiality against 
Spain. The vaporous nature of the arguments of the Sub- 
Committee in its report to the Security Council is so obvious that 
we would like to drop them altogether for it would require pages 
and more pages if we dealt with them one by one. We need go 
into one or two only to convince the reader of their insincerity. 

On dealing with the origins of the present Spanish govern¬ 
ment, the Sub-Committee, quoting the N. Y. Times of November 
7, 1945, says: 

“The first faint German intervention came in mid-July of 
1936 when Hitler placed a Deutche Lufthansa plane at Franco’s 
disposal for the historic flight from the Canary Islands to Tetuan, 
which was the signal for the revolution. The moment fighting 
started, Franco dispatched the same plane to Germany to plead 
with Hitler for immediate aid.” f 

Even the worst informed citizen of the world except, appar¬ 
ently, the members of the Sub-Committee, knows that the plane 
which flew General Franco to Tetuan was a British de Haviland 
‘Rapide’, not a German plane; that its pilot, Captain Beeb, has 
published his story of the flight; that the passengers who flew 


* . . this must be ^aid to his (Franco’s) credit, (that he) succeeded 
at any rate till the end of 1941 in not paying either dictator in their capitals 
the visits which they might—and may—have demanded on the score of 
gratitude. The Caudillo met the Fuhrer on October 23, 1940, at the Spanish 
Frontier, the longest distance from Berlin Hitler ever travelled to see any 
one; and though the visit took place after a three day stay of Himmler in 
Madrid, and although both von Ribbentrop and Senor Serrano Suner were 
present, no very material results were seen to come out of the meeting 
up to the end of 1941. The Caudillo travelled as far as Bordighera to meet 
the Duce on February 12, 1941—very generous on his part, for by then 
the first crop of laurels on the Roman Ceasar’s brow had been rudely plucked 
by General Wavell.” 

S. de Madariaga, op. cit., pages 437-8. 

f Supplementary Memorandum to the Report of the Sub-Committee 
Appointed by the Security Council on April 29, 19U6. UN Security Council 
Document S/76 of May 31, 1946, page 2. 
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out to the Islands were Mr. B. C. Pollard, at the time, or formerly, 
of Scotland Yard, his daughter Diana and her friend Dorothy 
Watson. They flew to Las Palmas with stop-overs at Biarritz, 
Lisbon and Casablanca; from the Islands the plane took General 
Franco to Spanish Morocco with one stop-over in French Morocco. 
How is it possible that a Sub-Committee of the UN could state 
otherwise? It is truly impossible to explain. 

The same Memorandum says later, on page 14: 

“Air bases were provided for the Luftwaffe in Galicia and 
the Basque country. From Badajoz, Vigo and Seville German 
planes operated against Allied shipping.” 

The British and American Governments know this to be 
false for they have the reports of their diplomatic missions. 
Should it have been true, why did not these Governments protest 
officially? 

The Sub-Committee, in another flight of fancy, says that the 
Spanish Navy is composed of the following units: 

4 Heavy cruisers, 2 in service, 2 under construction, 

9 Light cruisers, 

4 Anti-aircraft light cruisers, 

32 Destroyers, 

28 Submarines, 

25 Large U-Boats (torpedo boats) (sic!) 

5 Coast-guard boats, 

200 Small torpedo boats, 

4 Mine layers, 

2 Oil tankers. 

The exact figures could have been obtained for the Sub- 
Committee by the Naval Attaches of either the British or American 
Embassies in Madrid. 

The Memorandum cites one of the most fantastic and comic 
books ever written about Spain * and declares: “. . . that Nazi 
scientists in Spain are not only busy perfecting the system of 
robot bombs—VI and, V2 are two commonly known types— 
which were said to have been tried out and launched first from 
Pamplona, near the Pyrenees frontier, but are now concentrating 
heavily on research dealing with the secrets of the atomic bomb! 


* Abel Plenn, Wind in the Olive Trees. New York: 1946. 
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A special plane sent by Hitler, a powerful Navy, atomic 
research, air-bases for German planes! The Sub-Committee 
Supplemental Memorandum goes on and on and on, accepting as 
gospel truth some of the greatest falsehoods ever fostered on 
a long suffering public. If so many, if not all, the statements 
of the Sub-Committee are false, as we have proved, how is it 
possible to form an unprejudiced and impartial opinion on such 
misleading and irresponsible material? And why did the Secre¬ 
tariat-General of the UN systematically and in apparent agreement 
with certain members of the Sub-Committee refuse to accept any 
evidence in favor of Spain when presented by Spain’s friends? 

The partiality of the Sub-Committee documents S/75 and 
S/76 is so obvious that no Court would admit them as evidence. 

(e) A few words on the help given by Spain to the belligerents. 
Although at the risk of boring the reader, we would like to say 
a few words on the help given by Spain to the Allies. Taken 
from the Reply of the Spanish Government to the publication 
by the Department of State of documents concerning Spain, 
March, 1946, Spain’s help consisted of: 

(a) Refusal to renounce extraterritoriality as proposed by 
the Nanking Government. (Verbal Notes exchanged 
with Legation of Japan, Archives of the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs.) 

(b) Friendly attitude towards and support of Portugal dur¬ 
ing the conversations regarding Allied bases in the 
Azores, at the risk of German reprisals against Portugal 
involving Spain. 

(c) Spain’s unwillingness to allow Japan to raise the status 
of its Legation in Madrid to that of an Embassy. 

(Note 30.443, Archives of the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs.) 

(d) ‘De facto’ recognition of the French Provisional Govern¬ 
ment in Algiers (See Carlton J. H. Hayes, Wartime 
Mission in Spain.) 

(e) Allowed French combatants to cross Spanish territory 
to join Free-French forces in North Africa despite 
German protests. 

(Notes Nos. 2626 of 11/10/43, 2689 of 11/16/43, and 
2759 of 11/30/43, Archives of the Foreign Ministry, 
Madrid.) 

(f) Refusal to recognize Mussolini’s ‘Republican Government’ 
in Northern Italy. 
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(g) Refusal to name a Minister accredited to the Hungarian 
Government of Szalazy (Notes of Diechoff-Jordana Con¬ 
versations, 1943-44). 

(h) Facilities offered by Spain for the relief of refugees, 
particularly that of Sephardite Jews. (See Hayes, 
Wartime Mission in Spain.) 

(i) Allowed several hundred American fliers to return to 
their bases after crashing or forced-landings in Spain. 
(See Hayes, Wartime Mission in Spain.) 

(j) Allowed the Air Transport Command to use Spanish 
airfields. (See International Air Transport Agreement, 
Dec. 2, 1944 and Protocol of Feb. 19, 1945.) 

(k) Allowed Allied claim to Italian ships interned in Spanish 
ports and purchased from the Italian Government by 
Spain, also allowed Allied protests concerning German 
ships in Peninsular ports. 

(l) Broke off diplomatic relations with Japan, April 12, 1945, 
that is, before Soviet Russia. 

To these points we can add: 

(m) The facilities given the Allies for their information 
and espionage services. (See Hayes, Wartime Mission 
in Spain.) 

(n) Allowed Allied missions to organize propaganda services. 

(o) Spain’s commercial relations with and exports to the 
Allied nations were by far greater than with the Axis. 
The figures are as follows, in thousands of gold pesetas, 
for years 1939-45: 


Class I. 
Class II. 

Class III. 
Class IV. 
Class V. 
Class VI. 
Class VII. 
Class VIII. 
Class IX. 
Class X. 
Class XI. 
Class XII. 
Class XIII. 


Mineral ores - 

Wood and other vegetable matter 

for manufacture - 

Animals and leavings-- 

Metals and metal manufactures - 

Machinery, vehicles - 

Chemical products - 

Paper and paper products- 

Cotton and manufactures--- 

Flax, jute, and other textiles- 

Wool and woolen goods- 

Silk, etc. - 

Food --- v — 

Various - 


Totals 


Axis 

UN 

84.890 

401.511 

43.764 

46*956 

49.137 

58.857 

62.770 

1.602 

522 

1.029 

70.874 

96.821 

44 

249 

749 

11.663 

119 

272 

44.076 

25.909 

51 

3.654 

450.456 

596.815 

1,137 

664 

808.589 

1.246.002 


Balance in favor of UN 437.413 
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(p) Spain granted thousands of passports or letters of pro¬ 
tection to thousands of persecuted persons in Central 
and Eastern Europe. 

These are the proofs of Spain’s neutrality and by far out¬ 
weigh any evidence the UN may wish to consider. But if it were 
ever proved that Spain violated its duties as a neutral, it does 
not appear logical that those should protest who, according to 
Mr. Churchill, were the principal beneficiaries of un-neutral acts 
of Spain. And what desire to vengeance and aggression is it that 
moves the Spain-haters ? What underhand forces, what wheels 
within wheels caused the Sub-Committee of the Security Council 
to present such an obviously biased report and disregard the 
authentic evidence presented by Spain’s friends? And finally we 
would like to know, is the Report a good sample of the UN’s efforts 
in favor of international peace and security? 

(4) Incontrovertible documentary evidence establishes the 
fact that Franco was a guilty party with Hitler and Mussolini in 
the conspiracy to wage war against those countries which event- 
ully in the course of the World War became banded together as 
the United Nations. 

Of the lies contained in the Sub-Committee’s report, this, 
perhaps, is the greatest of them all. The Political Committee of 
the Assembly held a long debate concerning its inclusion in the 
final Resolution; several delegates believed that the Sub-Committee 
had not proved the point and that, therefore, it should be deleted, 
but the Poles, the Byelorussians and Czechs brought pressure to 
bear and the usual compromise was reached. “Something had to 
be voted on .. .” “. . . anything to put an end to the discussion . . .” 
These were the excuses given by those who, although knowing the 
assertion to be false, voted for its inclusion. 

There is, actually, not a single proof upon which the charge 
can be based. The delegate from Lebanon attempted to point this 
out but was silenced by President Spaak. How great is the 
responsibility of those who introduced arbitrary aggression into 
the meetings of an international assembly where justice and 
caution should be paramount! And what drastic results this 
precedent may have in the future! 

The Spanish Government was quite justified in stating in its 
Verbal Note of December 11, 1946, to the Diplomatic Missions in 
Madrid: 
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“The majority, if not all nations, know that the statement that 
General Franco is accused of being cognisant of war preparations 
or had anything to do with its declaration is absolutely slan¬ 
derous, for the war was contrary to Spanish interests and 
hampered its reconstruction which had just begun with the end 
of the Spanish Civil War” 

But there is really no use to proceed any further. All we need 
say to this incredible charge is: It's a lie. 

IV REPLY TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS 
OF THE ASSEMBLY. 

After all the foul play which had gone before, the Assembly 
makes the four recommendations: 

. . that the Franco Government of Spain be debarred from 
membership in international agencies established by or brought 
into relationship with the United Nations and from participation 
in conferences or other activities which may be arranged by the 
United Nations or by these agencies, until a new and acceptable 
government be formed in Spain',” “. . . that if within a reasonable 
time there is not established a government which derives its 
authority from the consent of the governed, committed to respect 
the freedom of speech, religion and assembly, and to the prompt 
holding of an election in which the Spanish people, free from 
force and intimidation and regardless of party, may express their 
will, the Security Council consider the adequate measures to be 
taken in order to remedy the situation;” “. . . that all nations of 
the United Nations immediately recall from Madrid their Ambas¬ 
sadors and Ministers plenipotentiary accredited there, and, 
finally, . . that States Members of the Organization report 
to the Secretary-General and to the Next Session of the Assembly 
what action they have taken in accordance with this instruction” 

The moment the text of the Assembly Resolution was made 
public, there was an outcry of: Intervention! Without exception 
the world accepted the resolution as a direct act of intervention 
in Spanish internal affairs. Some, more accustomed to the ways 
of politics, knew that it was ideological intervention. But what¬ 
ever way people may have chosen to regard it, they had to admit 
that it was intervention. The demand for “a new and acceptable” 
Spanish government is unjustified and constitutes intervention in 
the internal affairs of Spain. 
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From the moment the Poles and Byelorussians had proposed 
a collective diplomatic break with Spain, the suspension of all 
maritime, air, telegraph and postal communications with Spain, 
as well as a commercial blockade, the various delegates had been 
very careful not to fall into the same error again. This interested 
the South American states specially as they are traditionally averse 
to foreign interference. When Senator Connally asked that the 
agreement of the UN should be limited to an appeal to the Spanish 
people to modify the political organization of the National regime, 
more than half pf the delegates rose and protested against what 
they called “dangerous interventionism.” Next the French pro¬ 
posal, which meant nothing less than total blockade, was also 
defeated for the same reasons. However, at the last moment 
twenty-three nations, many of them under pressure, voted for the 
formula demanding a “new and acceptable government;” that is, 
a Spanish government made to their order and loyal to them and 
not to Spain, “acceptable” to anti-Spanish sectarianism and not 
to the history and nature of Spain. Twenty-three nations, of the 
fifty-four meeting at Lake Success voted for the Assembly reso¬ 
lution. Thirty-one nations refused to vote. And the Resolution 
was called “reflection of world opinion!” 

The Resolution is a sentence passed against the accused and 
at no time was he allowed to speak for himself, at no time was 
he allowed to submit evidence and the court only accepted witnesses 
who had long proved their hatred of Spain. Systematically the 
documents brought by the friends of Spain were hidden from the 
delegates and public opinion and, last but not least, they violated 
the principles of Morals and Law in order to carry on a campaign 
of calumny and lies. Do you remember the dialogue between the 
Lebanese delegate and President Spaak? 

“Are these charges against Spain proved by historic facts?” 

“Just vote and don't bother about the rest” 

The delegate from Lebanon and others were, no doubt, looking 
through the Charter of the UN searching for the article which 
authorized the UN to demand the recall of heads of missions from 
Madrid. They must have found that the measure was not included 
in the Charter but they must have run across Article 23 which 
says: 

“Any member of the United Nations which is not a member 
of the Security Council or any state which is not a member of the 
United Nations, if it is a party to a dispute under consideration 
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by the Security Council, shall be invited to participate, without 
vote, in the discussion relating to the dispute ,” * 

and although the ‘Spanish question’ was not presented as a dispute 
in the strict sense of the word, the spirit of the article was 
trampled underfoot. The Lebanese delegate and his friends will 
also have run across paragraph 7, Article 2: 

u Nothing contained in the present Charter shall authorize the 
United Nations to intervene in matters which are essentially within 
the domestic jurisdiction of any state,” 

which is a re-statement of Article 3 of the Atlantic Charter. 

Why all this injustice, pettifogging, double-talking and double¬ 
crossing? Why? Because Spain never has and never shall bow 
down to International Communism. 

And all this, to what purpose? So that the enemies of Spain 
and of all civilization may occupy the Peninsula and use it as a 
jumping off ground for further world imperialism. 

Colonel Percy Black, formerly U. S. Military Attache in Berlin 
and a member of General Patton’s Staff in France, wrote in the 
Washington Evening Star of September 8, 1946: 

u Even with British sea power driven from the Mediterranean , 
Russia will not have access to the open sea until the fortress of 
Gibraltar is taken or neutralized. Directly opposite Gibraltar 
on the North African Coast of Spanish Morocco is the fortified 
town of Ceuta. The guns of Ceuta and the airfields of Spain 
already dominate the straits. To gain political control of Ceuta 
and, if possible, oust the British from the Rock, is, therefore, one 
of the primary motives behind the present Soviet attempt to 
overthrow Franco and set up a Communist regime in Spain. This 
same military motive was behind the demands of the U.S.S.R. for 
a voice in the administration of Tangier, the one Atlantic port in 
Spanish Morocco from which Ceuta can be successfully attacked.” 

This is one motive, but there are others. But what surprises 
us most is the simplicity with which the nations most exposed by 
this attack have been taken in by Soviet subterfuge. 

To the conscience of all honest men we submit our case: 
we have given our very good reasons and exposed the motives of 
others. Let them judge now; Spain already has chosen the path 
it shall follow. 

* Charter of the United Nations, U. S. Government Printing Office, 
Washington, D. C.: 1940, page 12. 
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A Note on the Communist Influence in the Red Zone of 
Spain During the Civil-War and Among the 
Spanish Political Exiles. 

At the time of the National uprising of July 18, 1936, the 
membership of the Spanish Communist Party was officially 330.000, 
of which 50.000 were militant members, and 230.000 affiliated to 
the Communist Youth and to the Communist Trade Union, Con- 
federacion General de Trabajo Unitaria, 50.000 to the Bloque 
Obrero y Campesino, the IV International and the Catalan Com¬ 
munist Party. 

This made the Party one of the strongest in Spain for, apart 
from the CEDA (rightist) and the UGT (socialist), no other 
political organization in Spain could claim more than 100.000 
members. 

As a political organization Communism had been first intro¬ 
duced into Spain eighteen years before; the first Spanish contact 
with the Komintern had been when the Anarchosyndicalists had 
joined the III International in 1918. Three years later the party, 
although having only 2.000 members, obtained its first political 
success: the revolt of a contingent of Basque soldiers who were 
being imbarked in Barcelona for Morocco. 

During the regime of General Primo de Rivera financial help 
from Russia was regularly received and at the advent of the 
Republic in 1931 the Central Committee of the Spanish C. P. 
received orders from the Komintern to transform the Republican 
movement into a proletarian revolution. The masses were encour¬ 
aged to revolt and the official paper, Mundo Obrero, sang repeated 
songs of praise of Soviet Russia. 

These tactics must not be forgotten today for they are the 
same which were used before, during and after the Civil-War 
in Spain and are used generally the world over to promote Com¬ 
munism. During the Republic the C. P. strained itself to gain 
control or to influence any worker’s movement or worker’s group 
organized. It is interesting to remember that the Spanish C. P. 
was only able to get two deputies elected to the Constituent Cortes 
of 1931, but “the three hundred columns of smoke which rose 
from Spanish towns and cities on that day and hour and during a 
period of peace, and without provocation proportionate to this 
brutal reprisal {the burning of 300 churches and convents, May 
11, 1931) carried out according to the rules of the most admirable 
destructive technique and until then unknown to the Spanish 
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people, proved that the foreign organization existed and that it 
was making its first experiments.” * In November 1933, the 
Spanish C. P. was able to get 400.000 votes and in February 1936, 
although it is impossible to give the exact figure of votes cast in its 
favor for it was on the Popular Front ticket, the Communist 
Party was able to return 17 deputies to the Cortes as against 1 in 
1933. 

During the Republic the C. P. gained control of or influenced 
the following organizations: 

The Communist Labor Unions, 

The Association of Friends of Soviet Russia, 

The Red Help, 

The Workers Sports Federation, 

The National Committee against War and Fascism, 

The Association of Revolutionary Writers and Artists, 

The Students Union, 

The Union of Proletarian Women, 

The Union of Pioneers, 

The Federation of Workers’ Theaters and Movie-Clubs, 

The Artists’ International. 

The International Red Help organization is one of the Kremlin’s 
pet weapons of offense and in Spain, where it operated fairly 
independently of the Spanish C. P. it was particularly successful 
in getting the backing of the middle classes. In July 1936 this 
organization had 88.000 individual members and in 1937, at the 
General Meeting held in Valencia, it was announced that the 
membership had risen to 353.529 members, directed by 992 com¬ 
mittees. 

The success of the C. P. in Spain was such that the Executive 
Committee of the Komintern congratulated it officially during 
February 1932; and the C. P. leaders, always faithful to the 
orders it received from Moscow, created new organizations during 
the Civil-War, among them the Communist Militia so that the 
Spanish Section of the Communist International controlled, in 
Spain alone, from 400.000 to 500.000 combatants alone. The fact 
that from 75 to 80 per cent . of all political commissars in the 
Spanish Red Army were Communists is worthy of note. 

The Civil-War gave the C. P. a fine opportunity to gain its 
revolutionary ends, for both the military and political situations 

* Dr. Gregorio Maranon, Al mar gen de la guerra civil espanola, “Revue 
de Paris, December, 1937. 
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were favorable to their cause. It has been quite justly said that 
the various leaders of the non-Communist parties in the Red 
zone were nothing more than marionettes ably handled by their 
Spanish and foreign Communist allies. The Communists were not 
represented in the first Government formed on July 19, 1936, but 
in that formed September 5 of the same year the portfolios of 
Agriculture and Education went to the Communists Vicente Uribe 
and Jesus Fernandez, both leaders in the Party. Moreover, the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs was Julio Alvarez del Vayo, a well 
known friend of the Soviets (See note page 62), while the Under¬ 
secretary of Education was Wenceslao Roces, the translator of 
most of the Communist texts into Spanish. On the 27th of the 
same month two Communists became members of the Generalitat 
Government. 

When the government resigned on May 15, 1937, and a new 
government formed, the Communists got two Ministries and Dr. 
Negrin, who was completely under the sway of Moscow, became 
Prime Minister. 

“From my post at the Spanish Embassy in Paris I saw , not 
without surprise , that as early as the first months of 1937 , certain 
liberal papers in London which allowed themselves to be inspired 
more or less willingly by Communist and Communist sympathizers , 
had begun to publish photographs and general praise of Dr. 
Negrin , then Minister of Finance , without any visible purpose . 
The hidden motive was that Moscow had chosen him to succeed 
Largo Caballero .” * 

From the moment Negrin became Prime Minister the Spanish 
Government was completely subservient to Moscow and, during 
August, 1937, it passed a law penalizing severely any criticism 
of the U.S.S.R. 

The Largo Caballero Government had recognized the Soviet 
Union and Rosenberg was the first Soviet Ambassador accredited 
to Madrid. But he was no mere diplomatic representative: he 
sat in on Cabinet meetings and “meddled in Spanish affairs with 
the authority of a man who delivers the goods,” f He was no 
stickler for diplomatic protocol and make it a habit of visiting the 
office of the Prime Minister escorted by his general Staff to demand 
more important government posts for Spanish Communists. He 
was no tourist, as Julian Zugazagoitia said. “Rosenberg pre- 

* El Communismo y la Guerra de Espana , Luis Araquistain, former 
Spanish Ambassador in Paris. 

t S. de Madariaga, op. cit. p. 390. 
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sented credentials at a time of dire need. His attaches were for 
the most part military who worked with true Russian precision 
to understand the Spanish situation. I had no dealing with m m . 
bers of the Russian Embassy staff as my work never brought me 
in contact with them, but I know from friends who worked for 
them how much energy the Russian military attaches put into 
their task. Their visits to the front were both daily and long. 
They were no tourists. The political significance of the new 
relations was a shot in the arm, as our hopes were very dim 
because the Rebels were advancing on Madrid and the Capital 
had been subjected to its first air-raids.” * 

Thanks to the Negrin Government, Soviet Russia suddenly 
became one of the great exporters of gold and . . . Spain was 
ruined. The gold reserve deposited in the vaults of the Bank of 
Spain, accumulated through the years and a guarantee of the 
nation’s economic stability, is today but a historic memory. This 
little bit of highway robbery was carried out on Moscow’s orders 
and is typical of the Communist ‘economic operation’. Salvador 
de Madariaga tells us of what happened: 

“The Soviet Union had taken the best possible precautions 
to secure Dr. Negrin with the stoutest claims. On October 25th, 
1936, seven thousand eight hundred boxes of gold left Cartagena 
for Odessa. Dr. Negrin was Minister of Finance. Don Francisco 
Largo Caballero was Prime Minister and War Secretary. Don 
Indalecio Prieto was Minister of the Navy and Air. Don Julio 
Alvarez del Vayo was Foreign Secretary. Don Indalecio Prieto, 
one of the two Socialists who was (sic) the story, says that he 
only knew by accident that it had been shipped. We are assured 
that Senor Largo Caballero ‘never gave his signature to any 
operation on the gold deposited in Russia’. Whatever we may 
think about those who did not know while in the Cabinet what 
happened to the Spanish gold, no one can deny that the direct 
responsibility lies with Dr. Negrin. The amount of gold sent to 
Moscow was 510.097.592 grammes. (Approx. $530,000,000) The 
gold was deposited in the name of Dr. Negrin, Senor Largo 
Caballero and Senor Prieto. It had gone to Moscow in the custody 
of four officials of the Bank of Spain who thought they were 
sailing for France. On November 6th, 1936, they arrived in 
Moscow. The counting and testing of the Spanish gold by the 
officials of the Gosbank lasted a lifetime. The Spanish officials 
were nonplussed, till they came to realize that it was all part of 


* Hixtoria de la gncrra de Expand, Julian Zugazajioitia, p. 111. 
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a plan to keep them in Russia as long as possible. But even when 
after a stay of two years they were allowed to leave, they were 
dispersed all over the world : one was dumped in Stockholm, 
one in Buenos Aires, one in Washington and one in Mexico, while 
the high Soviet dignitaries who had transacted the business with 
them, including the Commissar for Finance, disappeared in several 
ways. It was then that Russia suddenly became the second gold 
exporter of the world. Soviet sympathizers and propaganda 
papers mysteriously spoke of new mines ‘behind the Urals. The 
new mines were the boxes of the Bank of Spain. On January 20th, 
1937, Dr. Negrin issued a semi-official note denying that Spanish 
reserves of gold had been shipped abroad at all. 

By that time a whole Soviet Army had taken over Red Spain. 
The International Brigades saved Madrid for the ‘republicans’ 
on November 7th, 1936. Who were the members of the Inter¬ 
national Brigades? “They were the internationals of Kleber, 
Luckas, Hans Biemler, Poles, Germans, Frenchmen, Austrians, 
Czechs, all trained in the World War and disciplined by victory 
moral. Rebels and exiles from their countries, people without any 
official nationality. They took over the Casa de Campo and the 
University City, reviving the Madrilenos hope . . . they showed 
the militiamen how to fight more effectively ... the militiamen 
learnt . . . Kleber moved them with mechanical precision . . . with 
orders which were obeyed implicitly. “Resist—K.” “Advance on 
the left—K.” . • . ” f 

There were at first eight International Brigades, five of them 
led by militant Communists. The tank corps and the air-force 
were always under the Russians. The General Staff did not 
even know where the secret air-fields of the Russians were! 
Russia truly was the owner and master of Red Spain. Soviet 
Russia then, as to-day, wanted to control the Straits of Gibraltar, 
the key to the Mediterranean and the Middle East. 

The fact that many of the leaders of the International 
Brigades should today be in positions of trust in Soviet satellite 
countries of Europe explains the continued attacks of those 
countries against Spain. On January 25th, 1947, the Continental 
News Service, of London, published an article in its bulletin on 
the subject. Noting the importance of the International Brigade 
leaders in their respective Communist dominated countries, the 
bulletin cites the following names: 

* S. de Madariaga, op. cit., p. 390. 

f Julian Zugazagoitia, op. eit. p. 195. 
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Giorgi Dimitrov, founder of the Brigades, today Dictator 
of Bulgaria; 

Andre Marty, co-founder, head of the French C.P.; 

Karol Swierezewski, alias ‘General Walter’, Brigade com¬ 
mander, was Minister of Defense in the Polish provisional Govern¬ 
ment; 

Element Gottwald, Brigade Political Commissar, today Prime 
Minister of Czechoslovakia; 

Luigi Longo, alias ‘Luigi Gallo’, General Commissar of the 
Brigades, today second secretary of the Italian C. P. and a 
member of Parliament; 

August Lecouer, Marty’s lieutenant, heads the Ex-combatant 
Organization; 

Francois Vittori, General Vincent, Col. Roy-Tanguy, Barthel- 
emy Chaitron and Charles Tillon, all leaders of the Brigades, hold 
important positions in present day France; 

The Italians Nenni, Rodolpho Pacciardi, Guiseppe di Vittotio, 
Francesco Scotti, Illio Botontini, Giovanni Pesco, Clemente Mag- 
lietta, Velio Spani, Eduardo d’Ono, are all important members 
or collaborators of the C. P. in Italy; 

Josep Broz, ‘Tito’, takes the prize among the Yugoslavs and, 
under the alias Tomanek, was the Kremlin’s principle contact- 
man with the Brigades. Ivo Rukasinov, Slatitch, Branko, Ribkar 
and Dusani, all officers of the Brigades, are today generals in the 
Yugoslav army; 

The Czech Buhomil Lastovicek, battery commander in the 
Gottwald Brigade, is today Director of the Czech radio services; 
Political Commissar Lace Holdos is vice-president of the Slovakian 
National Council; Battalion commander Milos Nekvasil is chief 
of the Czech censorship; Ilya Bart heads the Czech Writers Union; 
Leopold Horrman, a Brigade captain, is chief of the Czech Security 
Services; 

Among the Poles, Szyr was up to recently vice-minister of 
Industry in the Polish Government; Mietowski is vice-minister 
of Security; Torunczyk is vice-minister for Liberated Territories; 
Tadeuz Oppman is Military Attache at the Polish Embassy in 
Paris and heads the recruiting bureau for the New International 
Brigades. 

This list could continue practically ad infinitum but the above 
samples give the reader an idea of how important all the officers 
who commanded the Brigades in Spain are to the Soviet plan 
for world domination. They are key-men who showed their 
metal in Spain. 
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It is only natural that, if the Communists played such 
an important role in the anti-Spanish attacks during the Civil- 
War, they should have become the spearheads of the Kremlin’s 
present day attack. Of the Spanish refugees in France, 10.000 
are members of the C. P. and 5.000 are followers of the Moscow 
stooges Negrin and Alvarez del Vayo. 

Although it has been said that the Spanish Communists in 
France are outnumbered by other parties in membership, it is 
a well known fact that because of their efficient organization 
and their will to sacrifice themselves for the cause, plus the very 
effective financial assistance received from the Komintern, they 
are the most influential group in France and control the following 
papers: Mundo Obrero, La Voz de Espana, Union, Unidad y 
Lucha, M. U. R. and EuzJcadi Roja. Their satellites are the 
Basque Communist Party and the Catalan Communist Party. 
The Spanish C. P. is also intimately connected with the Juventudes 
Socialistas Unificadas and with the left wing of the General Union 
of Workers. Their political action is well known and consists in 
supporting the various ‘Spanish Republican Governments-in-Exile . 
But their combat activities are more interesting. 

During 1945 the Brigades connected with the French Army 
and which were manned by Spaniards, were discharged. They 
numbered, approximately, 100.000. Today there exists a nucleus 
of some 10.000 men under the leadership of Communists, especially 
Lister, ready to die fighting for Communism. It was this group 
which, hardly had France been liberated, made the French and 
Spanish Communists decide to create a political movement which 
could be used against Spain. The French C. P. leader Andre 
Marty, who had organized the Brigades during the Civil-War, 
inaugurated a Home for Brigade Ex-combatants and was made 
its honorary president. 

This camouflaged shock brigade was organized during October, 
1946, in conjunction with the Spanish committees for liberation, 
as they call themselves, and were informed by Russia of the 
measures that country had taken to prepare a revolt inside Spain. 

The Giral Government, which at first did not want to 
collaborate in this plan to revive the Brigades, under pressure 
of the Spanish C. P. was forced to accept the plan. 

The Spanish C. P. is in constant touch with the Komintern and 
its Polish, Czech or Yugoslav subsidiaries. Antonio Mije, Lister 
and Modesto, the military leaders of the Party, visited Poland 
with the result that the Committee for Polish Help to Republican 
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Spain was organized. The Polish Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
telegraphed orders to its missions abroad instructing them to 
give this committee all possible facilities. Lister visited Tito 
in Yugoslavia and the latter promised to help the Spanish Com¬ 
munists. A Yugoslav military mission of five officers went to 
France to study the needs of the Spanish C. P. 

Another result of these visits was the creation in Paris of 
the Central Recruiting Office for Internationa] Brigades with 
subsidiaries in Belgium, Luxemburg, France and the Netherlands. 
In France alone 46.000 have volunteered to fight against Spain, 
65 per cent of whom are ex-members of the International Brigades. 
According to the report of the Union of German Anti-Nazi Exiles 
to the Spanish C. P., that organization has recruited 10.000 Ger¬ 
man POW’s. 

It is apparent then that since the end of the Civil-War it 
has been the Communists who have been taking the initiative 
against Spain and that they have been using the Spanish exiles 
to gain their end. 

Although the pro-Soviet propaganda abroad has been trying 
to palm off the Spanish ‘guerrilla’ fighters as anti-Fascists, they 
resemble far more the gangster type than the resistance fighter. 
Although called ‘republicans’ they are the pawn of the Spanish 
C. P. and are being used to bring the blessings of the proletarian 
revolution to the people of Spain and, of course, to the inhabitants 
of Gibraltar. 

The ‘guerrilla’ fighters only obey the Communist Party; 
all their leaders are of the Communist Party; their instructors 
are members of the Communist Party. The C. P. plan is to estab¬ 
lish a network of ‘resistance’ committees to recruit new members 
and to carry out the orders received from Moscow via Southern 
France. 

We are not speaking lightly and without proof. None of the 
actions carried out by the ‘guerrillas’ has been without a well 
defined and calculated end. The following ‘guerrillas’ have been 
arrested and proved to belong to the C. P.: 


1940 - 181 

1941 - 187 

1942 . 303 

1943 - 418 

1944._ 360 

1946 2.117 


3.666 
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During 1945 246 Communist organizations were suppressed. 

The holdup of the paymasters of “Construcciones Huarte”, 
the building contractors, in the summer of 1946 in Chamartin de 
la Rosa (Madrid) was a typical Communist ‘economic operation’ 
to replenish the C. P. war chests. The police were able to establish 
the fact that the four leaders were all members of the C. P. and 
had prepared the armed holdup. They were later arrested in 
Talavera de la Reina (Toledo) with another Communist, Coman- 
dante Carlos, who had been the head of the group. 

Not only does the C. P. set up its own organizations but it 
attempts to infiltrate, generally successfully, any other underground 
organization. As an example of this method we may cite the 
Agrupacion de Fuerzas Armadas de la Republica Espanola, the 
A. F. A. R. E. which was started as an underground fighting 
unit in Spain and consisted of former military who had been 
discharged from the Army or who had been officers in the Red 
Army. Originally non-Communist, the group was soon infiltrated 
by the Communists up to such a point that, claiming to be the 
Delegate of the Republican Government, a Communist agent was 
able to take it over. The new President of the Executive Com¬ 
mittee of A. F. A. R. E. was the former red general and present 
day Communist Antonio Cordon, who lives in France. The 
members of the Committee were all arrested in Spain. The 
plans had been to place the control of the so-called interior army 
in the hands of A. F. A. R. E. in order to give the ‘guerrilla’ 
activities better organization. The A. F. A. R. E. members, 
completely under the influence of the Communists had decided 
to start a campaign of violence using well selected shock troops. 

To end we need only quote an article from Pravda of November 
22, 1946, dealing with the Congress of Playwrights and Writers 
held in Moscow under the patronage of the Committee of Cultural 
Affairs of the Soviet Government: 

The Subjects of international importance which we must 
choose are, for instance, the following: Republican Spain, where 
Russian fell side by side with German of the Thaelmann Brigade 
in the streets of Madrid; the Peoples’ Forces of China; the Yugo¬ 
slav Partisans, the Bulgarian Anti-Fascists; all these represent 
our generation, forming part of the beauty of this life, of its 
nobility and its romanticism. It is all ours; it forms part of our 
spiritual interests, of the soul of Soviet man. 
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